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Second Lieut. Joseph 0 . Mauborgne, Sixth Infantry, to be 
first lieutenant from April 13, 1909, vice Gibson, Third Infantry, 
promoted. 

TO BE PL.ACED ON THE RETIRED LIST. 

With the ra nl-v of br igadier-general. 
Col. Edgar S. Dudley, judge-ad\ocate. 
Col. Owen J . Sweet, Twenty-eighth Infantry. 

With the m nlc of lieutenant-colonel. 
Chaplain Charles S. Walkley, Coast Artillery Corps. 

APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY. 

CHAPLAIN. 

Rev. John RiYera, of Porto Ilico, to be chaplain with the 
rank of first lieutenant, from l\lay 14, 1909, to fill an original 
vacancy. 

MEDIC.AL RESERVE CORPS. 

Dr. Thomas Collins Austin, of South Carolina, to be first lieu
tenant, from May 15, 1909. 

POSTMASTER. 

Charles J . Tiffany to -be postmaster at Clyde, Ohio, in place 
of Benjamin F. Jackson. Incumbent's commission expired Feb
ruary 4, 1909. 

co:NFIRMATIONS. 
Executive no!'linations confirmed by the Senate May 18, 1909. 

CoLLECTOR OE' CUSTOMS. 

John G. Bair to be collector of customs for the district of 
Montana and Idaho. 

UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE. 

William M. Lanning to be United States circuit judge for the 
third judicial circuit. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGES. 

Edward E. Cushman to be United States district judge, third 
division, district of Alaska. 

John Rellstab to be United States district judge for the dis
trict of New Jersey. 

William I. Grubb to be United States district judge for the 
northern district of Alabama. 

Charles A. Willard to be United States di trict judge for the 
district of Minnesotn. 

George Dori.worth to be United States dish'ict judge for the 
western dish'ict of Washington. 

UNITED STATES AT-TO.BNEY. 

William G. Whipple to be United States attorney, eastern 
district of Arkansas. 

UNITED STATES MARSHAL. 

Harry J. Humphreys to be United States marshal fo r the dis
trict of Nevada. 

ASSOCIATE JUSTICES, SUPREME COURT, ARIZONA. 

Ernest W. Lewis to be associate justice of the supreme court 
of the Territory of Arizona. 

Edward l\l. Doe to be associate justice of the supreme court 
of the Territory of Arizona. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE IlE\ENUE-CUTTER SERVICE. 

Cadet Louis Leon Bennett to be a third .lieutenant. 
Cadet William Pitts Wishaar to be a third lieutenant. 
Cadet Gordon Thomas Finlay to be a third lieutenant. 
Cadet William Williams to be a third lieutenant. 
Cadet .John H. Cornell to be a third lieutenant. 
Cadet Paul Henry Harrison to be a third lieutenant. 
Cadet John Patrick Gray to be a third lieutenant. 

PROMOTION IN THE NA VY. 

Lieut. Commander Hutch I. Cone to be Engineer in Chief and 
Chief of the Bureau of Steam Engineering, in the Department 
of the Navy, with the rank of rear-admiral. 

POSTMASTERS. 

ARIZONA. 

George D. Burtis, at Roosevelt, Ariz. 
ARKANSAS. 

James W. Harper, at 1\iansfield, Ark. 
B. D. 1\fuzzy, at Carlisle, Ark. 

CONNECTICUT. 

Frederick W. Wersebe, at Wahington, Conn. 
GEORGIA. 

J ohn w. Berryhill, at 1\iilltown, Ga. 
T . K. Dunham, at Darien, Ga. 
H ugh B. Sasser, at Senoia, Ga. 

I saac A, Smith, at Tennille, Ga. 
Leon P. Wimberly, at Abbeville, Ga. 

ILLINOIS. 

Alice M. Clement, at Lamoille, Ill. 
IOWA. 

William Carden, at Winfield, Iowa. 
William Robert Law, at Waterloo, Iowa. 
Thomas H . Thompson, at Kanawha, Iowa. 

rlEBRASKA. 

George Williams, at Cambridge, Nebr. 
NEW YORK. 

Rufus R. Clement, at Atlanta, N. Y. 
Hattie A. Walker, at Bergen, N. Y. 

NORTH DAKOT4. 

Ezra l\f. Crary, at Edmore, N. Dak. 
Walter E. Krick, at Berthold, N. Dak. 

OKLAHOMA. 

Elmer D. Immell, at Helena , Okla. 
PENNSYLVANIA. 

Frederick D. Freutenberger, at Tamaqua, Pa. 
WASHINGTON. 

William H. Imus, at Kalama, Wash. 

SENATE. 

WEDNESDAY, May 19, 19D9. 
The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m. 
Prayer by Rev. Ulys es G. B. Pierce, of the city of Washington. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT resumed the chair. 
The J ournal of yesterday's proceedings was read and approved. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 

quorum. 
The VI CE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Indiana sug

gests the absence of a quorum. The Secretary will call the roll. 
The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names : 
Aldrich 
Bacon 
Beveridge 
Borah 
Brandegee 
Bristow 
Brown 
Bulkeley 
Burkett 
Burrows 
Burton 
Carter 
Chamberlain 
Clapp 
Clay 
Crane 

Culbcr on 
Cummins 
Curtis 
Dick 
Dillingham 
Dolliver 
du Pont 
Elkins 
Fletcher 
Flint 
Frazier 
Frye 
Gallinger 
Gamble 
Guggenheim 
Hale 

Hughes 
.Johnson, N. Dak. 
.Johnston, Ala. 
Kean . 
La Follette 
Lod""e 
Mccumber 
McLaurin 
Martin 
Nelson 
Oliver 
Overman 
Page 
Paynter 
Penrose 
Perkins 

Piles 
Richardson 
Root 
Scott 
Smith, Md. 
Smith, S. C. 
Smoot 
Stephenson 
Stone 
Sutherland 
Tillman 
Warner 
Warren 

.Mr; PILES. My colleague [Mr. JONES] is necessarily absent 
for a few minutes this morning. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Sixty-one Senators lllt\e answered 
to their names. A quorum of the Senate is present. The pres
entation of petitions and memorials is in order. 

PETITIONS .AND MEMORIALS. 

Mr. BURTON presented a petition of the Western Reserve 
Chapter, Daughters of the American Revolution, of Cleveland, 
Ohio, praying for the enactment of legislation protiding for 
the maintenance of Fort McHenry as a permanent garrison 
post, which was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. SMOOT presented petitions of sundry citizens, dry goods 
merchants, and· candy manufact urers of Salt Lake City and 
Sugar City, in the State of Utah, praying for the r etention of 
the present duty on all grades of sugar, which were ordered 
to lie on the table. 
· l\Ir. BR~NDEGEE presented -n. petition of Local Union No. 
47, International Typographical Union, of New Haven, Conn., 
praying for the retention of the proposed duty on print paper 
and wood pulp, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

l\fr. NELSON presented a petition of sundry citizens of Min
nesota, praying for the repeal of the duty on hides, which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

l\fr. WARREN pre ented petitions of sundry citizens of 
Lovell, Worland, and Cowley, all in the State of Wyoming, pray
ing for the retention of the present duty on all grades of sugar, 
which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of the Indian Fighters' As ocia
tion of Denver, Colo., praying for the enactment of suitable pen
sion laws in behalf of the survivors who served in the regular 
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and volunteer forces of the United States on the frontiers dur
ing the Indian wars prior to January 1, 1882, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 

l\1r. DICK presented a memorial of sundry consumers and 
independent producers of oil of Prairie Depot, Ohio, remon
strating agaiilst the repeal of the duty on crude oil, which was 
ordered to lie on the table. · 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Fremont, 
Ohio, praying for the repeal of the duty on hides, which were 
ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. PAGE presented the petition of E. E. Whitcomb, of 
South Fairlee, Vt., praying for a reduction of the duty on raw 
and refined sugars, which was ordered to lie on the table. , 

l\lr. STEPHE. ,.SON presented a joint resolution of the legis
lature of Wisconsin, which was referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Joint resolution relating to investigation of stock exchanges. 

Whereas the recent wheat deal has again demonstrated to the Ameri
can people that even the bread supply of our land is at the mercy of 
speculators ; and 

Whereas the recent panic has demonstrated that it is unwise and un
safe for our country to allow the control of our great commercial and 
indm.trial conditions to exist in the hands of stock gamblers without 
check of any kind ; and . 
. Whereas it is of interest to all citizens to know the means by which 
the huge combine of money in Wall street can be manipulated, ~nd ~t is 
also the interest of the welfare of all the people that the white light 
of publicity should be thrown upon the stock-exchange business in 
genera.I : Therefore be it 

Resolt:ed by the assembly (the senate concurring), That we request 
our delegation in Congress to use every effort to bring about the thor
ough investigation of stock-exchange business in this country, and that 
a most rigorous and searching investigation be at once instituted of 
the methods of buying and selling in these exchanges, their. relation 
with, the banking system, and the great financial interest ; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That our Representatives in Congress are hereby requested 
to introduce such remedial legislation into our National Congress as 
will effectually check the evils of this system ; and 

Resolf:c<l, That a copy of the foregoing be immediately transmitted by 
the secretary of state to each of the Senators and Representatives of 
this State in the Congress of the United States. 

C. E. SHAFFER, 
Chief Clerk of the Assembly. 

F . .E. ANDREWS, 
Chief Clerk of the Senate. 

• L. H. BANCROFT, 
Speaker of the Assembly. 

JOHN STRA.~E, 
P~·esident of the Senate. 

Mr. STEPHENSON presented a joint resolutio~ of the legis
lature of Wisconsin, which was ordered to lie on the table and 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

Senate joint resolution 52. 
Joint resolution petitioning Congress for tile establishment of a perma

nen"t:, nonpartisan, expert tariff commission. 
Whereas for many years the tariff has been the subject of political 

contention, which has led to periodical upheaval and uncertainty in 
the commercial activities of the Nation, that it has not always been 
adjusted In manner to best promote and protect the industrial interests 
as a whole, and has too often been dealt with as a purely political 
question without giving full consideration to the grave economic princi
ples involved in the same. 

Whereas a study of the methods under which other great commercial 
nations of the world are handling these subjects leads to the conclu
sion that the United States must call into its service in the near future 
the aid of a trained body of men to enable us to meet intelllgently 
the various perplexing questions arising out of the general adoption 
of maximum and minimum tariffs by several of our strongest com
petitors for the world's trade : Therefore, be it 

Resolved by the senate (the assembly conourT'in!J), That we respect
fully memorialize the Congress of the United States to speedily enact 
snch legislation as will create a permanent, nonpartisan tariff com-
mission with semi-judicial functions, such as the power to summon 
witnesses, which shall make an unbiased investigation of the operation 
of our customs duties, regulation, and classification, hear complaints, 
study domestic and foreign market conditions, and report to the Execu
tive and to Congress from time to time such modifications as in their 
judgment may safely and properly be ma.de in the interests of the 
general welfare .. 

F. E . .ANDREWS, 
Chief Clerk of the Senate. 

C. E. SHAFFER, 
Chief Clerk of the Assembly. 

JOHN STRANGE, 
President of the Senate. 

L. H. BANCROFT, 
Speaker of the Assembly. 

Mr. STEPHENSON presented a memorial of sundry cigar 
makers of l\Iadison, Wis., remonstrating against the ad.mission 
of cigars from the Philippines free of duty, which was ordered 
to lie on the table. · 

He alEo pre ented a petition of sundry citizens of Wisconsin, 
praying for the removal of the duty on hides, which was ordered 
to lie on the table.. 

He also presented a memorial of the mayor and common 
council of Green Bay, Wis., remonstrating against a reduction 
of the duty on print paper and wood pulp, which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

He also presented a memorial of the mayor and common coun
cil of .Appleton, Wis., remonstrating against a reduction of the 
duty on news printing paper, whicll was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BR.ANDEG~E: 
A bill ( S. 2441) for the relief of the next of kin of Stewart 

& Co., and the heirs of C. A. Weed, for whom A. P. H. Stewart 
was agent; to the Committee on Claims. 

By l\Ir. DU PONT: 
A bill ( S. 2442) granting an increase of pension to Thomas 

Hutt (with the accompanying papers); and 
A bill (S. 2443) granting a pension to James H. Jones (with 

the accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pensions. 
By ~lr. BEVERIDGE: 
A bill (S. 2444) granting a pension to W. J. Vigus (with the 

accompanying paper} ; to tbe Committee on Pensions. 
.AMENDMENTS TO THE TARIFF BILL. 

.!\Ir. SMOOT, on behalf of the Committee on Finance, sub
mitted an amendment intended to be proposed by him to the bill 
(H. Il. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize duties, and encourage 
the industries of the United States, and for other purposes, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and be printed. 

Ur. JOHNSTON of .Alabama. I submit an amendment in
tended to be proposed by me to the pending bill, which I ask 
may be read. 

'l'here being no objection, the amendment was read and ordered 
to lie on the table, as follows : 

Amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. JoH~STO~ of Alabama to 
the bill H. R. 1438 : 

Prodded, That '"nothing contained in this act shall prevent the ad
mission free of duty of the following articles: Lumber, laths, shingles, 
doors, and door locks and hinges, window frames, window sashes, bricks, 
lime, cement, slate roofing, nails,_ carpenters' tools, common window 
glass not exceeding 16 by 24 inches, tin plate for roofs, linseed oil, and 
white lead. 

SAFETY UPON RAILROADS. 

l\Ir. LA. FOLLETTE. I submit a resolution, and I will ask 
for its consideration to-morrow. 

The resolution (S. Res. 48) was read, as follows: 
Senate resolution 48. 

ReS-Olved, That the Interstate Commerce Commission be directed to 
furnish the Senate a list of all common carriers by railroad subject to 
the provisions of an act entitled "An act to promote the safety of em
ployees and travelers upon railroads by limiting the hours of service of 
employees thereon," approved March 4, 1907, with the respective miles 
of road operated by each, which have failed to CQmply with the order 
of the commission of March 3, 1908, requiring monthly reports of all 
employees on duty for more than the statutory period ; also, what car
riers, if any, have filed suits to enjoin the commission from enforcing 
said order, with the result of such suits. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wisconsin asks 
that the resolution may go over for consideration to-morrow. 

l\fr. HALE. There was much confusion in the Chamber. 
What was done with the resolution? 

The VICE-PRESIDE~TT. It went over until to-morrow. 

REPORT OF SUPERINTENDENT OF INSU&.ANCE. 

l\Ir. GALLINGER. l\Ir. President, I submitted Senate r~so
lution No. 46 yesterday, which went over at my request. I 
ask that it may lie on the table subject to my call. I want to 
perfect it. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

THE TARIFF. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The calendar is in order. The 
Secretary will state the first bill on the calendar. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, eql;J.alize 
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and 
for other purposes. . 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The pending question is on the 
amendment offered by the committee to paragraph 192. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I wish to give notice now 
that I reserve the right when the bill shall have reached the 
Senate to present amendments to paragraph 189, and I have par
ticular reference to the proviso in that paragraph. I am aware 
that that notice might be given later, but now is as good a time 
as any. It had been my earnest hope that it might have been 
discussed in half an hour this morning and disposed of. It had 
been my still more earnest hope that it might haYe been dis
cussed, as it well could have been, last night and have been 
disposed of then. 

But a situation was created which prevented that, Mr. Presi
dent, and so this matter will be brought up in the Senate. We 
shall find out then whether or not the tens of thousands of retail 

. 
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and wholesale jewelers of this country who think that their 
rights are invaded and business partly destroyed by this pro
viso are to be denied eyen a brief half hour's hearing in this 
body. 

We shall find out whether tens of thousands of retail and 
wholesale jeweler , whose business is as dear to them as the 
great interests of the watch trust are to it, can not have a 
hearing, eT"en of a brief half hour in the Senate of tl:!.e United 
State . We shall find out whether these honorable business 
men in eyery city and town of the Nation can not have their 
case e>en presented to the Nation's lawmakers. 

Yesterday afternoon I was called from this Chamber for only 
a moment-I think it was the only moment I was absent from 
the Chamber-and while I was absent, in what the RECORD shows 
the President of the Senate himself declared was a very hasty 
procedure, the whole paragraph with this offensive proviso 
was adopted. When I rose to present some >ery brief views 
upon that question I and all here who were interested were 
met with the objection, as the RECORD shows, from the junior 
Senator from West Virginia [l\fr. ScoTT] that this proviso and 
the whole section had been agreed to and that everybody was 
out of order who ventured to discuss it. That objection was 
persisted in by the Senator from West Virginia [l\fr. ScoTT], 
as the RECORD shows, and finally a condition was created here 
which made it perfectly clear that not e•en a limited di cus
sion could be had; that not e>en a brief presentation of the 
rights of the men who feel that their business is imperiled 
by this proviso could be submitted to the Sen~te; and, while 
the Senator from West Virginia [l\fr. SCOTT] may not ha>e 
intended such a result, yet the RECORD has gone out; and e>ery 
retail and wholesale jeweler in his State will know that the 
person who led the oppo ition to the consideration or even the 
presentation of their case before this body was their junior 
Senator. 

l\lr. President, I was told last night that when the bill reaches 
the Senate eT"erybody will be in such haste and so tired that 
Senators will not listen to those men or to anyone, and that 
this proviso will pass without discussion. If that is the scheme, 

- it will fail. Let those who entertain that fond hope abandon 
it. For we shall find out whether eT"en in that late day the 
business interests of tens of thousands of reputable retail and 
wholesale men throughout this country are to be sacrificed 
without e>en a brief hearing. Only half an hour was asked 
this morning, an hour at the outside-only ten minutes for my
self-to represent the views of those who haT"e a right to ha-re 
their views presented. 

l\Ir. President, protection is not the point in this proviso; 
no, but destruction is the point. We want to protect the watch 
manufacturers of this country. No person wants that done 
more earnestly than I. I will vote for every cent of protection 
they need. But that is not the question here involved. The 
question involved in this proviso is not at all wllether we shall 
protect the American watch industry, a.nd it ought to be and is 
protected, but the question here is whether or not we shall 
ruthlessly destroy, for the benefit of that great monopolistic 
combination, the watch trust, the business interests of men who 
are making their living as retail a.nd wholesale jewelers and 
watch dealers in this country. 

When I rose ye terday afternoon, I had not intended to say 
as much in presenting their claims as I have said this morning. 
But a disposition was e-rinced last night which we have seen 
offensively exhibited before in considering this bill. It is such 
exhibitions which ham been the only thing that in reality has 
delayed the bill. I want to forward this bill · with all possible 
speed, but not at the expense of a poor half hour's hearing of 
tens of thousands of business men in this country whose inter
ests are as dear to them as the great watch combination's inter
ests are dear to it, and far more righteous. 

So, l\lr. President, these methods and those who practice them 
are delaying this bill and nothing and nobody else. To present 
their cause to this body, is their inalienable right, l\fr. President. 
That they shall at least be heard is their historic privilege as 
American citizens, and, deeper than that, as men in whose yeins 
runs the blood of our race. E-ren criminals are heard before 
they are condemned. Shall honorable citizens be despoiled with
out at least the same consideration? 

A brief hearing when asked would have sa>ed much time, 
because now the whole question will be investigated and sub
mitted to the Senate as it should be. No objection of a Sen
ator who has gotten into the bill all he wants and now wishes 
to jam it through to the exclusion of other people's interests will 
prevent us in the future. 

So, l\Ir. President. I see fit to say this much in reserving the 
right to offer amendments when the paragraph reaches the 
Senate; and the cherished expectation of those who think that 

they can pass a matter of this kind by denying a hearing, how
ever brief, in the Committee of the Whole, and then-when we 
get to the Senate to find e>erybody so tired that no one will 
listen to these men-those hopes will be dashed to pieces; for 
these tens and scores of thousands of American bu iness men 
shall be heard. If they are wrong, let us vote against them ; 
if they are right, let us vote for them; but let ·us do neither 
without hearing them. 

l\lr. DOLLIVER. I desire to ar.k my friend from Indiana if 
he would state a little more fully what the complaint of the 
retail jewelers is in ~espect to this provision. 

Ir. TILLUAJ.~. If I may be permitted--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield 

to the Senator from South Carolina? 
l\lr. DOLLIVER. Certainly. 
Mr. TILLMAN. In order that I may be permitted, if possi

ble, to get some light which I did not haye la t night, and that 
the Senator from Indiana may ha•e the fullest opportunity, I 
suggest to the chairman of the Committee on Finance that we 
reconsider the vote upon this paragraph, and give the Senators 
the balance of the day to tell us wherein the people are being 
robbed of their rights. 

l\fr. BEVERIDGE. No, :Mr. President, that phase of the 
question, so far as I am concerned, has been closed. I tried 
to stand upon my rights and upon the courtesy of the Senate 
last night merely in order to voice briefly the interests and, as 
they think, the rights of tens of thousands of American citizens, 
but that was made impossible by the creation of a. situation 
with which we are becoming familiar. Now, I stand further on 
my right and reser-re it for the Senate. I am not prepared this 
morning to go into the matter as fully as it will be gone into 
then. That course would have been the course to pursue last 
night but now it is too late. So once more we see how unfair
ness delays the bill. 

~lr. CULBERSON. I desire to ask the Senator from Indiana 
if he understands that under the rules of the Senate he must 
resene the right to mo•e to amend when the biil reaches the 
Senate? 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I have just do11e that, I will say to the 
Senator from Texas. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The resenation, howe.er, is not 
necessary. 

l\Ir. BEVERIDGE. I will state that there has been a differ
ence of opinion here upon that point, and so that no question 
might arise, the first thing I did, I will say to the Senator from 
Tex.as, was to ser-re notice that I now reserve that right. 

l\fr. CULBERSOX I ask the Senator if he under tood that 
that -was nece sary? 

l\lr. BEVEHIDGE. Yes; I have heard it stated that it was 
necesrnry. Certainly it is the practice. Anyhow, I will take no 
chances. 

l\lr. CULBERSO~. My understanding is that at this mo
ment a notice to reser1e is not at all necessary, but that a Sen
ator can move ::my character of amendment after the bill is 
reported to the Senate. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Surely no harm can come from it. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. No harm whatever; and it has been the 

practice; and I saw fit in >iew of the situation thus created to 
take no chances. 

l\Ir. PAYNTER. l\Ir. President, I have just ascertained that 
it is marked by the Clerk that paragraphs 193 and 194 ha>e 
been agreed to. If so, it was when the bill was first read. 
I desire that those paragraphs shall be passed over. 

l\Ir. ALDRICH. Paragraph 192 is now under consideration. 
The VICE-PRESIDE~'T. On the first reading, paragraphs 

193 and 194 were agreed to. 
l\1r. PAYNTER. I simply desire to call attention to the fact 

that I shall desire to have them considered when reached in 
regular order. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that the amendment proposed by the 
committee to paragraph 192 be adopted. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the committee to paragraph 102. 

l\fr. BURKETT. I wish to ask the Senator from Rhode 
Island a question before it is adopted. I have had se>eral 
communications with reference to some of the cheaper grades 
of fish. The Senator from Ma sachusetts, as I understood a few 
days ago, moved an amendment relative to kippered herring1 

and so forth, and which I understood adjusted the matter. 
Howe1er, since that time I have hacl several communications 
stating thaf the same question is also in-rolrnd "in paragraph 
192, raising the tariff on cans. 

l\lr. LODGE. It is, and it has been pro>ided for, by the 
words "such as are hermetically sealed." That takes them 
all out. 
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l\Ir. ALDRICH. It excludes all fish cans. 
Mr. BURKETT. Tbf!.t removes the excess of duty. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment of the committee to paragraph 192. 
The amendµlent was agreed to. 
'l'he VICE-P~ESIDENT. The paragraph as amended will be 

agreed to, without objecfion. 
Mr. A;LDRICH. The committee propose an amendment to 

para graph 194. 
.l\Ir. BACON. I wish to inquire of the Senator from Rhode 

Island if that is not the paragraph we were on yesterday after
noon, to which the Senator said he intended to offer an amend
ment to-day? 

.l\Ir. ALDRICH. Yes; the amendment is on the Senator's 
desk. It is the amendment offered last night. It excludes from 
the terms of the paragraph all sardines and everything that is 
hermeticalJy sealed, and applies only to boxes in chief value of 
metal lacquered or printed by any process of lithography. _It 
applies only to those particular things. 

l\Ir. BACON. The object being to prevent the class of im
portations which the Senator designated yesterday evening-

Mr. ALDRICH. Exactly. 
Ur. BACON (continuing). Where boxes in themselves valuable 

were brought in on the plea that they contained nondutiable 
articles; 

.l\fr. ALDRICH. That is precisely what is intended to be 
co,·ered by the paragraph, and nothing else. 

Ur. PAYNTER. Is it the pmpose now to pass on paragraph 
193? I think it might as well be disposed of. 

l\Ir. ALDRICH. Has the Senator an amendment to suggest 
to that paragraph? 

Mr. PAYNTER. I desire to call the attention of the Senate 
to paragraph 193. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that the vote by which the paragraph 
was agreed to may be reconsidered. ' 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the vote will be 
reconsidered. 

Mr. LODGE. Paragraph 193? 
l\fr. ALDRICH. Paragraph 193. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The vote on paragraph 193 will be 

reconsidered, no objection being heard. 
Mr. PAYNTER. .Mr. President, I wish to call the attention 

of the Senator to that paragraph. The present law imposes a 
duty of 45 per cent ad valorem upon bottle caps. A reputable 
citizen and business man of Kentucky, who is an earnest Re
publican, who contributes his time and reasonable expenses to 
support that cause, has invited my attention to this paragi·aph 
of the bill, and in doing so he has written me a letter in rela
tion to it. I desire, in this connection, to call the attention of 
the " progreEsives " on the other side of the Chamber to what he 
says. He says that the understanding was-and I infer that 
he voted the Republican ticket upon_ the idea-that the tariff 
was to be a revision downward, and not upward. He also 
makes a remark that is worthy of consideration when he says 
that an industry that can not be sustained when it is protected 
by an ad valorem duty of 45 per cent does not deserve to exist. 

It is a singular fact that the duty has been increased upon 
bottle caps, notwithstanding the record before us shows that not 
one has been imported into the country. I do not know whether 
.there is an anticipation that the Germans will take possession 
of our market or that some other country may do it, but at any 
rate no bottle caps have been imported into this country, and still 
the rate has been increased 10 per cent ad valorem. With the 
permission of the Senate, I should like to have the letter read 
by the Secretary. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the .Secretary 
will read the letter. 

The Secretary read as follows: 
BERNHEIM DISTILLING COMPANY, 

Lotiisville, Ky., March 81, 1909. 
Hon. THOMAS H. PAYNTEJI, 

United States S01iate, WasMngton, D. 0. 
DEAR Sm: We beg to call your attention. to the provision in the new 

tariff bill in Schedule C, whereby the rate on colored and decorated 
bottle caps is to be advanced from 45 per cent to 55 per cent. We 
are very large consumers of these bottle caps and naturally we feel 
that our interests should be consulted, as weli as that of the manu
facturer. We understood, as good Republicans, that this was to be 
a revision downward and not a revision upward, and in this par
ticular manufacture we can see no reason whatever why the rate 
should I.le raised. Domestic manufacturers are doing well under the 
present rate, and we think that if they can not live with a protective 
duty of 45 per cent, they do not deserve to live at all The principal 
raw meta l m;e d in th is manufacture is I~ad, and the duty on that is 
being reduced, so that will give the domestic manufacture a new ad
vantage, so there is no possible necessity of advanc.ing the duty on 
caps. 

Feeling· sure that you wm not object to onr writing yon as being 
intel'ested in this matter, we beg to remain, 

Very respectfully, 
BER~lIEill DISTILl:.ING COMPANY, 

By L. S. BlilRNHErM. 

Mr. LODGE. Will the Senator allow me a moment? 
Mr. PAYNTER. Certainly. . 
Mr. LODGE. The Senator is mistaken, I think, in saying 

that none have been brought in. They came in under the non
enumerated articles, and therefore are not classified. A large 
number were brought in; millions were brought in. 

It appears by the tables that none were brought in, but they 
<41De in unde1; the basket clause of articles not enumerated. 
Also, the duties on lead have not yet been reduced. 

l\Ir. PAYNTER.' At any rate, if they were brought in, the 
rate of duty was 45 per cent ad valorem. I should like very 
much to see the party of which I am a humble member triumph 
in the coming election, but at the same time I would be de
lighted to be able to give to my Republican constituents the 
assurance that the Republican majority had kept faith with 
those whose votes gaye the Repu~can party power at the last 
election. However, I will not be able to do so ffthe amendment 
of the Finance Committee is sustained. I do not think there is 
any reason why this duty should be increased. I trci.st the 
Senate will not agree to it. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I desire to call the attention of 
the Senator · to the fact that when the House adopted this rate 
the duty on lead was lower than the rate that -has been estab
lished by the Senate, and all these caps contain at least 95 per 
cent lead. Thei·efore the rate we are keeping here is even a 
lower rate than that fixed by the House. 

Mr. PAYNTER. I should like to ask the Senator a question. 
Does the rate fixed by the Senate increase the duty that pre
viously existed upon lead? 

l\Ir. Sl\IOOT. That is, on pig lead? 
Mr. PAYNTER. Yes. 
Mr. SMOOT. No; the duty on pig lead is the same as it was. 
Mr. PAYNTER. Then there is no necessity for increasing 

the duty on bottle caps for the reason given by the Senator from 
Utah. 

Mr. S.UOOT. The increase is upon the fancy lacquered caps 
or the highly finished product. Lithographing the man'~ name 
upon it and the work of finishing is the great part of the cost 
of the cap itself. 

The VICE-PRESIDE1'l~. Without objection, the· paragraph 
will be agreed to. No objection is heard. The Secretary will 
state the amendments to paragraph 194. 

The SECIIBTABY. The committee propose to strike out the 
proviso beginning on line 16, page 68, in the following words : 

P1·ovided, however, That all embroidery machines and lace machines, 
Mver or go through lace machines imported prior to July 1, 1911, shall 
be admitted free of duty. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask that the proviso be stricken out. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. · The question is on agreeing to the 

amendment striking out the proviso. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. What is the effect of that, Mr. P).'esident? 
Mr. ALDRICH. The paragraph as it came from the House 

admitted embroidery machines and lace-making machines free 
of duty up to July 1, 1911. The Senate committee have changed 
it so as to admit two classes of machines free of duty. . The 
effect . of the present amendment is to strike out all and not let 
any of them in . 

The committee found that there were quite a number of peo
ple in this counb.-y who had imported these machines · of various 
kinds and had paid duty on them, and they are now in use in 
this country, and it would be probably an unfair discrimination 
to let other people import ma~hines free of duty. 

1\Ir. PAYNTER. I propose to offer an amendment that the 
duty be fixed at 10 per cent ad valorem. I do not thirik there 
ought to be any duty. I do not know that I fully understand 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 

~fr. ALDRICH. · My proposition is to strike out the proviso 
entirely. 

Mr. PAYNTER. What would be the effect of that? 
:Mr. ALDRICH. Then if lace machines come in they will pay 

the same rate of duty as other machines. 
l\Ir. PAYNTER. That would be 45 per cent. 
.Mr. ALDRICH. JJ'orty-five per cent. There are two or three 

million dollars' worth of lace machines now in this country. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Do we make any lace machines in this 

country? 
Ur. ALDRICH. Not at all. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. If we do not make any-
Mr. ALDRICIL We are liable to . make them. 
Mr. BEVERIPGE. Then this duty is on a liability. 
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.:\fr. STONE. The Senator from Rhode Island stated that he 
wanted to put on this ·duty becau. e somebody else had brought 
in machines upon which they had paid a duty and that it would 
be an unfair discrimination to permit others now to bring them 
in -free. Was that his statement? 

1\Ir . .ALDRICH. Yes; that is one statement I made. 
l\Ir. STONE. On that theory we would not put anything on 

the free list at any time or reduce it. 
Mr . .ALDRICH. The House provision proposed to admit lace 

and embroidery machines into this country for a certain period 
free of duty. 

1\Ir. STONE. Why was that? 
l\1r. ALDRICH. I suppose on the theory of encouraging 

embroidery and lace manufacturing in this country. That is 
the only reason I can imagine. I am convinced myself that 
there are a large number of manufacturers in the United States 
who are now engaged in producing embroidery and lace by 
machines that have been imported and upon which a duty has 
been paid. I ha•e \ery gra\e doubt personally about the policy 
of admitting any machinery into the United States free of duty. 
'!'his is a very adYanced stage of metal manufacture, and I am 
perfectly certain that the mechanical genius of the mechanics of 
the United States will in time enable them to produce machinery 
for every possible purpose. As a matter of fact, machines are 
now being constructed in the United States for the production of 
lace, and I think it would be unfair to all the interests, per
haps, to make this exemption. 

Mr. PAYNTER. l\Ir. President, I do not propose to address 
mtself to the question of clothing or of articles for personal 
adornment, but to a question that affects the acquisition of 
knowledge. 1\Iy remarks shall be confined to the question of 
reducing the duty on cypesetting machines. 

Mr. ALDRICH. '!'hat is not involved in the pro\iso. 
l\fr. PAYNTER. l\fr. President, my attention was called to 

the question, which I will discuss briefly, by one of my constit
uents, who is a man of intelligence and character, and whose 
suggestion was worthy of investigation. He is the editor of a 
weekly newspaper in my State. I made a sufficient in\estiga
tion to satisfy me that the amendment which I shall discuss 
should be adopted. The duty on linotype and typesetting 
machines, under the present law, is 45 per cent ad yalorem. 
Under the House bill it is 30 per cent ad valorem. The 
amendment, if adopted, would reduce it t() 10 per cent ad 
valorem. The present duty is certainly prohibitive, as no such 
machines have been brought into the country. Such machines 
are of so useful a character that publishers. and newspapers 
should be able to obtain them at a reasonable price. The price 
of the machines is such now that they are not within the reach 
of any but tho~e who do a large and prosperous business. But 
few country newspapers can afford them. They should not be 
deprived of them by a prohibitive duty. 

So far as I can learn, it has not been made to appear to the 
Ways and Means Committee or to the Finance Committee that 
any duty is nece sary to protect the manufacturers of them 
Indeed, I do not belie\e that any duty on them is necessary to 
protect the manufacturer. This is the only counh-y, save Can
ada, where the duty is 10 per cent, that imposes a duty on lino
type or composing machines. This country is a large user of 
such machines. If the price was reasonable, the use of them 
would be enormously increased. There is one manufacturer of 
linotype machines in this country, and that one, I am told, 
holds several hundred patents for parts of the machine and for 
composing machines, and but few of them are in use. It would 
seem that the Government has given this manufacturer an 
abundant protection by the numerous patents which ha•e been 
granted. One manufacturer should not be gi.en the absolute 
control of our market for the sale of these useful machines. 
Those who use them should be allowed to purchase them in a 
competitive market, not one where the price is fixed by the 
manufacturer. The price fixed is excessively high. It amounts 
to an extortion on· those who are able to buy, and works a great 
wrong .upon those who are lmable to buy, by reason of the 
exorbitant price. Besides, it inflicts a great wrong upon the 
reading public. 

The present prices are a hindrance to the dissemination of 
useful knowledge, a tax upon knowledge. The tax thus imposed 
in not for revenue, as none is deriYed therefrom. It is imposed 
·and is for the benefit of a single manufacturer. By reason of 
patents the manufacturer of linotype machines enjoys a monop
oly of the market as no. machines exactly like it can be made 
and sold here. The manufacturer also enjoys another monopoly, 
because the prohibiti"rn duty prevents the importation and sale · 
of com11c"'ing machine in our market. 

The li:loty11e machine in use in this country was invented in 
1884-5 and placed on the market in 1888. I am advised that 

these machines are sold at 300 or 400 per cent profit. While 
this information can not be exact, yet there are some circum
stances which go to prove that the profits of the company are 
enormous. By an examination of a book entitled "Washington 
Securities, 1909," the information is obtained that the Mergen
thaler Linotype Company was incorporated under the laws of 
the State of New York on December 16, 1895. The business 
is that of manufacturing, selling, and leasing linotypes and 
other printing-office machines and appliances. The machines 
are sold at from $1,500 to $3,600 each, and are leased for a 
term of six years at from $500 to $775 per year. The company 
has further income from the sale of parts and supplies. Its 
plant is located in the Borough of Brooklyn, N. Y. It main
tains agencies in New York, Chicago, San Francisco, and New 
Orleans, and foreign agencies are being established. 

On Februa1-y 23, 1909, the stockholders voted to purchase 75 
per cent or more of the stock of the British Linotype l\Iachinery 
Company (Limited), which owns the C~adian-American Lino
type Corporation, and 65 per cent of the stock of the 1\Iergen
thaler-Setzmaschinen-Fabrik, of Germany. The capital stock 
of the Mergenthaler Linotype Company is $15,000,000, $10,-
996,000 par rnlue $100. Its as ets are $18,433,166.76, a part of 
which is a surplus fund of $7,389,932.65. 

The statement in the book to which I have just referred is as 
follows with reference to dividends : 

April 1, 18DG, to April 1, 1897, 16 per cent; July 1, 1897, 2~ per 
cent; Octobe1· 1, 1897, to December 31, 1900, 10 per cent regular and 
10 per cent extra; March, 1901, June, 1901, and September, 1901, 2! 
per cent each; December, 1901, 2~ per cent regular and 3~ per cent 
extra; · and since then to 10 per cent regular, payable quarterly on the 
last days of March, June, September, and December, and 5 per cent 
extfa, payable with the regular December dividend. 

The stock is now selling at about 208, which shows it is 
making immense profits, and is declaring large dividends. In 
order to make the stock attracti\e to the public, the action of 
the company is "'i\en with reference to the proposition to buy 
the controlling interest in foreign companies, presumably the 
only companies that could compete with thi machine with its 
product in forei gn markets or in the markets in this country. 

The mere statement of the fact shows that the company has 
the purpose of a.cquiring the absolute control of the markets 
of the world where these machines may find sale. By reason 
of the high duty that has been fixed upon composing machines, 
it has de troyed all competition in this country. As an e.i-

. dence of the fact, many composing machines have been pa.tented, 
but only three or four are manufactured, and there seems to 
be no competition in their sale. Perhaps there is an agree
ment between these manufacturers in relation to the matter. 

It may be ,said that duty is necessary to protect the manu
facturer from competition in the American market. I do not 
think it is. The l\Iergentha.ler Company certainly does not 
really believe so, becau e it states in a book entitled "Wa h
ington Securities, Hl09," that it is preparing to establish for
eign agencies. Of course, that is an admission that it can 
sell the machines in foreign countries in· competition with type
setting machines manufactured in those countries. Otherwi e 
it would be folly to establish foreign agencies. If it can do 
this, it certainly ought to have no apprehension of serious 
competition here. 

The rapid growth in wealth of the company, as shown by its 
dividends and almost seyen and one:half millions of a surplus 
fund, shows that there is no occasion for fear of any kind of 
competition. The average increase of the surplus fund during 
the past four years amounts to nearly $1,000,000 per year, which 
is about equivalent to the 10 per cent upon the paid-up capital 
stock. 

'.rhe facts show that a monopoly exists . . In an editorial 
which appeared in the Bath County (Ky.) World, it is said: 

By reason of thl.s monopoly on composing machines, two manufac
turers are enabled to demand from $3,000 to $3,600 for machines that 
cost them only from 500 to $750 to manufacture; one of these 
same manufacturers, and another of a difi'ei·ent class of machines, 
each get $1,500 for a product whose estimated cost is only from 250 
to $300; and a third manufactUl'er gets 1,100 for a. machine the 
estimated cost of which is about $225. This matter affects chiefly 
the country publishers. The city publishers can and do pay the exor
bitant prices demanded, but thousands of country publishers are not 
able to do so and must continue to resort to laborious and tedious 
hand composition, whereas but for this monopoly they would be able 
to buy composing machines at from $500 to :jil,000, possibly the best 
make of machine at the latter figure. 

The Publishers' League issued a bulletin, giving some infor
mation in regard to composing machines, and, among other 
things, said : 

Every publisher recognizes the necessity of composing machines. 
The pages of nearly every daily newspaper, and of most magazines 
are set by mechanical . means. In offe,ces 1ohen3 they are not used, d 
iB d1te largely to their excessive cost. It is a well-known fact that if 
composing machines were sold at a reasonable price, that would give 
a fair profit to the manufacturer, thousands more would be in use. 



1909. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SEN ATE. 2169 
Tbose publishers wbo are now compelled to pay a high price in contains a record of important events of the week, gives an 

purchase, or submit to exorbitant rentals, would be able to use more t f th t f bli t d t 'b t I I machines and see better returns for the money invested in this claf!S accoun O e ac s o PU c servan s, an con ri u es arge Y 
of machinery. to the formation of public opinion and greatly ·aids. in the 

A saving of from $1,000 to $1,500 in the price of a machine, or the creation of a healthy public sentiment foi' the enforcement of the 
reduction in rental to, say, $200 per year, would mean a degree of 1 d · 1 t A h t d · d 
prosperity to which publishers are entitled. Weekly ti6wspapm·s tiow pena an remedia statutes of the coun ry. .fill ones an m e-
compelled to 1·e1v upon an indifferent quality of labor for hand com- pendent press is essential to the preser1'-ation of the rights of the 
position, coulci enjoy the advantages of machine composition at a. people. Let us hope that it possesses both of these attributes. 
re~Jg~ 01?~%po~:itility for the present high price of composing machines The following quotation is attributed to Richard Brinsley 
rests with the :Mergenthaler Linotype Company, of the United States. Sheridan, in Bent's Short Sayings of Great Men. In support
Tbrough the protection afforded by an import duty of 45 per cent, ing the liberty of the press, in 1810, he said : 
through the impotent and incomplete laws of the Patent Office, ~hrougb Give them a corrupt House of Lords, give them a venal House of oppression and intimidation and the suppression o~ competitive ma-
chines tbis concern has been able to hold up pubhshers and compel Commons, give them a tyrannical prince, give them a truckling court, 
them to pay tribute to their monopoly. and let me have but an . unfettered press; I will defy them to encroach 

.Mr. BlJRKET1.'. l\fr. President, I should like to ask the Sen- a hair's breadth upon the liberties of England. 
ator from Kentucky a question. If Congress would safeguard the independence of the press it 

The PRESIDING OFE'ICER (l\fr. KEAN in the chair) . Does should not retain o_n _our statute bo?ks laws which pre>ent news
the Senator from Kentucky yield to the Senator from Nebraska? papers from ??tammg._the material t~ey need at rea_sonable 

Mr. PAYN'l'ER. 1 do. prices, for theu p_rospenty and success ~emo>e from their path-
.Mr. BURKETT. Do I understand the Senator's amendment way ob~tacles which do not conduce to u~dependence. . 

• • • fr ·u to Hnot . pe and type-setting machines provided for I belleve that 10 per cent ad >alore1:11 1s mor~ thai;i sufficient 
~s mth_

1
e0 ai h? Y . I to protect a manufacturer of composrng machines rn a home m 1s imragrav . . y 

Mr r AYNTER. Yes; my proposition is to reduce the duty to market. 
10 pe~· cent~ ad >alorem. so far as I am personally concerned, r I appeal to the Senator from Rhode !~land [l\fr. ~RIC~] 
should be yery glad to put them on the free list, but anticipating to acc~pt my am~nd~ent. If ~e d~~s, he will.not do an m.Justice 
th t tll . might be some opposition to the suggestion that they to anJone, but will give the _strug,,,lrng country ne"'.spapers hope 
m:y co:: in free, I propose to fix the duty at 10 per cent. for 1:1e future an~ re~d~r his count~·y a great se;·vice. 

l\fr BURKETT. I understood the Senator to say he would . l\Ir . CLAY. Mr. President, I ask that paragrnph 213 of the 
strik~ them out of this paragraph, and I was going to call his bill be read. T • • • 

attention to the fact that that would leave them under the gen- The P;11ESIDING OFFI~ER. Without obJect10~, that P~~a
eral proyision in the next paragraph at 45 per cent. I did not graph will be read, at the reques; of the Senator from Georgia. 
understand that the Senator proposed to reduce the duty to The Secretary read paragraph ~13, as follows: 
l 0 per cent ad valorem. SCHEDULE E.-SUGA.R, MOLASSES, A.ND MANUFACTURES OF. 

ER If h t th S t fr N b k 213. Sugars not above No. 16 Dutch standard in color, tank bot-
l\fr. P AYNT · W a e ena or ·om e ras -a sug- toms, sirups of cane juice, melada, concentrated melada, concrete and 

gests is true, of course that ought to be corrected. l\Iy atten-1 concentrated molasses, testing by the polariscope not above 75 °, ninety
tion hnd not been called to that. Upon reflection, I can say five one-hundredths of 1 cent per pound, and for every additional 

f d t ·11 t b t d b th degree shown by the polariscopic test, -thirty-five one-thousandths of 1 
the effect o my amen men wi no e as sugges e Y e cent per pound additional, and fractions of a degree in proportion; and 
Senator from Nebraska. l\fy amendment clearly substitutes 10 I on sugar above No. 16 Dutch standard in color, and on all sugar which 
per cent for the pre>ious rate of duty. . has gone through a process of refining, 1.90 cents per pound; molasses 

testing not above 40 °, 20 per cent ad valorem ; testing above 40° and 
The present tariff ( 45 per cent) prohibits competition. Remove the not above 560, 3 cents per gallon; testing above 56°, 6 cents per gallon; 

duty and composing· machines will be sold at a fair price and still sugar drainings and sugar sweepings shall be subject to duty as mo--
yield a reasonable profit to their makers. lasses or sugar, as the case may be, according to polariscopic test. 

When the linotype was first placcj o;i the market it sold for $3,000, 
and the estimated cost of manufacture was $1;500. To-day the selling 1\Ir. CLAY. l\Ir. President, I do not want the Senate to reach 
price is $3,000, and in some instances $3,600, although the cost of the conclusion, because I have several pages of manuscript here 
manufacture, according 'to expert t estimony, bas been reduced to less on my desk, that I intend to occupy much of the time of the Sen
than $500 per machine. Such ·improvements as have been made are 
charged to the publisher at extraordinary rates. For instance: ate. I do not intend speaking exceeding forty or fifty minutes, 

Simplex linotype costs to build, $500 ; selling price, $3,000 ; rental, and probably I shall· be able to complete my remarks in less time 
s:;oo a ye11r. - th th t 
" Standard two-letter linotype costs to build, $500 ; additional cost of an a · 
imprnvements, $:!5 ; selling price, 3,125 ; rental, $GOO. l\fr. President, I shall devote these remarks almost entirely to 

Duplex linotype costs to build, $600 ; additional cost of improve- the sugar schedule. I will say, before I begin that discussion, 
men ts, $35; selling price, $3,250; rental, $600. th t I S t d I k f lf d I b i · th t Double magazine costs to build, $750 ; additional cost of imp1·ove- a am one ena or, an spea or myse ' an e ieve a 
ments, $100; selling price, $3,600; rental, $700. I Toice the sentiment of the people of Georgia when I say that 

The official report of the i\Iengentbaler Linotype Company for the I hope by the 1st day of June the Senate will yote on the bill 
year ending September 30, 1905, states that during the year previous d 1 t th t kn h t · t d t d · d t th 
868 machines were sold for $2,436,978. The gross profi,t on these sales, an e e coun ry T ow W a we lil en o O In regar O e 
involving l ess tllan half a million doUars to manufacture, 1.Cas more tariff. We are all now fully aware of the fact, l\lr. President, 
than, $2,000,000. Sm·ely the vublishcrs in the Unitecl States have paid what the Senate intends to do in regard to the passage of this 
ii; ell for their 11iachi11es. bill w h b - th t hi"ch h b t k th t Had American inventive genius been given an opportunity, there · e ave seen Y e VO es w ave een a Ten a 
would not exist to-day any monopoly in composing machines. There this bill, in all probability, will pass the Senate just as the 
w·ould have been at least 100 diffe1·ent composing machines on the Finance Committee has reported it, because on the different test 
American market and the United States would have been the manu- t •t h b d tr t d th t · •t f th S t facturing center of this class of machinery for the entire world. It is \O es 1 as een emons ·a e a a maJon Y o e ena e 
not through any lack of brains that there are not any other machines on will sustain the Finance Committee, a~d it is useless to keep 
tbe market. Patented improvements on composing machines l1ave been the Senate here for weeks or months, until August 01· Septem
ornught o·ut oy the hundreds, not for the vurposes of 11ianufacturing, ber, discussing this bill. We sha11 not do the country any !?Ood 
out 1:>imply to be shelved. Inventors have been literally scared into sub- ~ 
jection, and every effort toward competition has . been stifled. For by delay unless we can accomplish so~e results. 
what reason? Simply to permit the Mergenthaler Linotype Company Again, the Senator from New York [Mr. DEPEW], in his dis-
to occupy tbe field alone. cussion the other day, referred to the fact, when he was nddress-

There are 13,000 country newspapers in this counh·y without ing my colleague [Mr. BACON], · that the Democratic party was 
composing machines. Their type are set in the same old way. absolutely a free-trade party. l\Ir. President, I insist that a 
They should have the chance to obt<:i.in at -reasonable prices tariff for reYenue sufficient to support this GoYernment, expend-
modern instrumentalities to produce their papers to meet the ing a billion sb: hundred thousand dollars a year, wrn ~i;-e all 
demands of a progressive and exacting reading public. The the protection that the most ardent protectionist conlc.1 possibly 
means of obtaining, giying, and disseminating knowledge should desire. 
be produced as cheaply as possible: Every facility for the Neither Alexander Hamilton nor Henry Clay ever contem
press should be afforded. The Goyernment can not put its plated that such protection would be giyen to the industries of 
functions to a more beneficial use than in lending the neces- our countI·y as a tariff for re>enue sufficient to support the Gov
sary aid in the education of the people and the distribution of ernment at this time would giYe. 
knowledge. The country ,.newspaper is intended to meet the need Again, I do not subscribe to the doctrine that we oi1ght to 
of the towns and country. As there is a segregated popula- have in this country, generally speaking, free raw material . I 
tion in the cities, tbire is such a demand for the great daily beliern that a tariff for reyenue for the purpose of supporting 
newspa11ers that tlJ'~Y obtain immense circulation. While the this Government ought to be leYied in su~h a way as to do sulJ
conntry newspaper.:; can not obtain so great a circulation as the stantial justice to e"Very section of our country ;rnd to every 
da.ilies, still they supply the demand for newspapers in their product of our country. _ 
respectirn localities. Their weekly arriyal is as anxiously l\Ir. President, if the Democratic party was in power and I 
awaited by t"'..teir patrons as are the dailies by their patrons. had anything to do with shaping tariff legislation, I should in
They- are jqst as much needed and appr.eciated in their sphere sist that a tariff for reYenue should giYc the same consiclera
of circulation as are the dailies in theirs. The counh·y news- tion to the State ·of ~Iassachusetts and to tlle State of Indiana 
paper catries interesting news; is instructive and useful. It that i t did to the State of Georgia; and if the Re;.:mblic:m party 

/ 
' 
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belie\es in a tariff for protection, it is manifestly just that the :Mr. FOSTER. Mr. President--
Republican party shall levy that tariff so that the burdens and The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia 
benefits accruing under it shall be distributed to every section yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 
of our c-0untry. · , Mr. CLAY. I prefer not to yield until I get further on, be-

But, Mr. President, I did not rise up-on this occasion for the cause I want to keep to the line of my argument if I can. 
purpose of discussing the tariff generally. I will say, howe\er, Mr. FOSTER. Very well. 
before I begin the discussion of the sugar schedule, that I The PRESIDING OFFJCEil. The Senator from Georgia de-
noticed the Senator from Utah [Mr. SMOOT] said something the clines to yield. 
other day on the floor of the Senate during the course of his l\Ir. CLAY. The average wholesale price of granulated sugar 
remarks that I haye heard here before. He was speaking of the in Hamburg for 1908 was 2.64 and in New York 4.9G cents per 
tariff in regard to the razor manufacturing industry in this corm- pound. As I have before said, the American people consume 
try, and the Senator told the Senate that 90 per cent of the cost about 81 pounds of sugar per capita annually. When the new 
of razors came from labor. I was at one of the departments ceru;ius is completed I believe the figures will how 90,000,000 peo
this morning, and I was unable to find any manufactured article ple m the United States. If each person in the United States con
where 90 per cent of the cost went into labor. The Senator from sumes 81 pounds of sugar annually, the total amount consumed 
Utah, Mr. President, read a statement from the manufacturers would be 7,200,000,000 pounds, provided we have 90,000,000 
of razors. That was a colored statement; and, I fear, in many people. Now, I have said that sugar was selling in Hamburg at" 
instances, this bill has been framed and based upon the testi- 2.64 cents per pound at wholesale prices and in New York at 4.DG 
mony of those interested when the whole case was not heard. cents per pound. Now, what is the difference in the selling price 
Every argument that I ha ye heard upon the floor of the Senate in New York and Hamburg? Two and thirty-two one-hundredths 
to sustain an increase has come from those who were deeply cents per pound. l\Iultiply the number of pounds the-American 
and vita.Uy interested in the result. people consume by the difference of price in Hamburg and New 

But, Mr. President, I shall confine my remarks to the sugar York ·markets and you will a.scertain how much more the same 
schedule. I regurd the sugar schedule as one of the most im- amount of sugar would cost in the United States than in 
portant in this bill, because during the last twelve years one- Hamburg. · 
sixth of the revenue flowing from customs duties has come from I haYe some :figures and facts which go to show that the 
taxation on sugar. average difference, taking the last dozen years, would be l.SD 

The American people are ·great consuiners of sugar. The cents .per pound. Take this as a definite basis and multiply the 
eonsumption of sugar in the United States for the year 1908 number of pounds of sugar we consume by the difference of price 
was 3,185,789 tons, about 81 pounds per capita. Nearly two- in Hamburg and New York markets and it will amount to $136,
thirds of this sugar came from foreign countries into the 080,000. These :figures may not be absolutely correct, but they 
United States. Under the present law there were imported ai·e substantially so. I am basing this calculation on a popu
into the United States for the :fiscal year ending June 30, lation of 90,000,000 people. The Government only get :fifty-
19-07, 2,329,564 tons of sugar. This included the sugar eom- three millions in customs duties, leaving eighty-three million 
ing from Hawaii free of duty. We receiv~d 347,509 tons <>f and eighty thousand, most of whieb goes to the sugar trust. 
sugar paying the full tariff duty. We receivro from the Philip- Only a small part of it, if any, goes to the grower of beets or 
pine Islands 10,700 tons of sugar, from Cuba 1,340,000 tons, to the producers of raw cane sugar. The American people have 
from the Hawaiian Islands 418,102 tons, and fr<>m Porto Rico paid taxes on an average of :fifty millions per year during the 
212, 53 tons. The total amount of beet sugar produced in last twelye years on sugar, amounting to fully 600,000,000 . 

• the United States last year was only 440,200 tons, and the total The American consumers of sugai· h.a\e paid to the American 
amount of cane . sugar produced was only 335,000 tons. Thus Sugar Refining Company, commonly called the "sugar trust" at 
it will be seen that only a small amount of the sugar we use least :fifty-:fi-v-e millions per year in profits, amounting in ~elve 
in the United States is produced in our country. The Ameri- years to 660,000,000. 
can Sugar Refining Company, called the " sugar trUBt," goes into Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President--· 
foreign countries, purchases r aw sugar, brings it into this The PRESIDING OFFICER. D-0es the Senator from Georgia 
country after paying tariff duties, refines it, and sells it to yield to the Senator from Utah? 
the people of the United States. The American Sugar Refin- Mr. CLAY. I would like to get along--
ing Company, commonly called the" sugar trust," owns the prin- l\Ir. SMOOT. I was just going to ask the Senator where h~ 
cipal sugar refineries in the United Stat~s. and is almost with- gets those figures. I have the figures here from Willett & Gray. 
out competition in refining sugar. In calculating the cost of Mr~ CLAY. I got my :figures from the Agricultural Depart
sugar to the American people we must understand the tariff ment; I did not get them from the American Sugar Ilefin
duties levied by Congress on raw sugar and refined sugai·; we ing Company. I got them from n department that represents 
must know what advantage the Ama'ican Sugar Refining Com- the .American people. 
pany, or the sugru.· trust, has over foreign refineries. We must The American people are not .aware of the fact that if the 
clearly understand that the ta.riff duty on refined sugar is nearly sugar we import came into this country free of any duty, both 
2 cents per pound, and is so high as to almost entirely prohibit raw and refined, the cost of sugar to the American con tuner 
the importations of foreign sugar into this country. We must would be reduced nearly one-half. I am not insisting that botlt 
clearly understand that the American Sugar Refining Company, refined and ruw, or either, should come t-0 this country free of 
commonly called the" sugar trust," controls nearly all of the re- duty, but there ought to be a substantial 1·eduction over the 
fineries in the United States, controls the entire market in the rates fixed in the Dingley law. The argument has been made 
United States both as to raw and granulated sugar. that sugar is a great re\enue producer and that we expend a 

The beet grower and the cane grower of sugar both are com- large amount of money and must resort to this tax on the 
pelled to sell to the sugar trust in order to get raw sugar refined American consumer in order to raise reven-qe to carry on the 
and ready for the market, and are bound to ~ake the price fixed by : expen~e~ of ou~· Government. Wh~ should :we take one of the 
the sugar trust. Now, what does the tariff on sugar cost the 1 necessities of ll.fe used by the entire American people and in
American people annually? The total duties collected on raw 1 crease its cost to the consumer one-half when the amount of 
sugar for the year 1907 were $54,310,082. This vast sum wns the ren~nue now produced by sugar could easily be supplied by 
paid by the American people who consumed sugar in tariff an income tax? The Senator from Texas [Mr. BAILEY] esti
duties on one of the necessities of life. Look at the price of mates that if this income-ta.."'!{ amendment to the tariff bill is 
sugar in. London, Hamburg, and New York. This clearly mus- adopted it will produce in reYenue the sum of 0,000,000. 
trates what the tariff on sugar costs each American consumer. Mr. NELSO:N. Will the Senator yield t-0 me for a moment? 
I insert the average market values per pound of refined sugar . The PRESIDING 0 ~ FICE~. Does the Senator from: Georgia 
in London, New York, and Hamburg from 1904 to 1908: yield to the Senator from mnesota? 

Cents. Mr. CLAY. I would rather g on, because I do not desire to 
l904-London -------------------------------------------- 3_ 65 consume the time of the Senate. 

-ew York------------------------------------------ 4. 77 Mr. NELSON. Just a moment for a suggestion, which I 
Hamburg-------------------------------------------- 2. 40 think will help the Senator. There seems to be some mistake 

1905-London -------------------------------------------- 4. 06 about the profits. They can not have ma~ that much, for they 
New York---------------------------------------- 5· 26 have been obliged to cheat the Government to the extent of two 

1906--i:"g~~~r~ ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::-:=::::::::::::::: ~:~I and a quarter million dollars, I belieYe. 
New York---------------------------------------- 4.. 52 "Mr. CLAY. I like to yield to the Senator u~ways; but he is 
Hamburg-------------------------------------------- 2. 2!) k" t f ch [L h 1907·-London --------------------------------------------- 3. 5-0 ma ~mg par o my spee . aug ter.] ' 
New Y~rk ------------------------------------------- 4. 65 Yes, th~y have ha~ us give them free sugar from{:he Hawaiian 
Hambmg --------------------------------:------------- 2. 39 Islands smce the Dmg>ley law was pas ed; they have had us give 

i 9os-~~~d'Y1!:irk-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::.=:::::::::: ~: ~~ l them free sugar from the island of Porto Rico; they ha.Ye had 
Hamburg-------------------------------------------- 2. 64 us gtve them e<mcession sugar from the island of Cti~>a; and. . \ 

.... . · : .~ 
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notwithstanding that fact, they have stolen from the Treasury 
of the United States during the last seven years more than 
$9,000,000 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. CUMMINS] has also introduced 
an income-tax amendment, and he sets forth figures to show in 
the e1ent it is adopted it will prodqce forty or fifty millions of 
reYenue. Who will deny that it is to the best interests of the 
American people to take the tariff off of sugar and give to the 
American people cheap sugar costing about one-half what they 
now pay for granulated sugar and to supply this loss of reve
nue by taxing incomes above $5,000? I have no war to make 
on wealth, but an income tax is a just and proper tax. A 
citizen who owns a million of dollars or a half million. with an 
income of $50,000 per year is able to pay the income tax, 
and by reason of the protection that his property receives at the 
hands of the Gor-ernment, and by reason of the benefits accru
ing to him as a citizen from the Gor-ernment, ought to be will
ing to bear the burdens of the Government in proportion to 
his wealth. The Gonrnment is called upon almost daily to 
interfere with strikes and prevent the destruction of property 
and to protect men of great wealth engaged in operating rail
roads, coal fields, iron furnaces, and to m ve their property 
from destruction. It is just and right that those who· have 
been successful in business and who have accumulated large 
wealth and who ham been the recipients of such benefits from 
the Government should take from their income a reasonable sum 
to assist in paying the expenses of the Government. They receive 
more benefits from the Government than the plain citizen who 
works for his daily bread. They look to the Government to 
protect their wealth, and how any patriotic citizen who is so 
fortunate as to enjoy a large income and who is so fortunate 
as to have his property protected from all danger by the strong 
arm of the Government can oppose paying an income tax I can 
not understand. 

Let us give to the American people cheap sugar. Let us 
grasp the sugar trust by the throat and strangle it to death 
and keep in view the interest, the happiness, and welfare 
of the plain people of America. We must remember that 
sugar is an important article of food· daily consumed by every 
man, woman, and child in the counh'y. This being h'ue, the 
people had the right to expect that the Finance Committee 
of the Senate would treat it as a necessity and tax it accord
ingly; but, on the contrary, it has bee1:1 singled out as a subject 
of attack equal to 78 per cent of its bond value. I have 
been confronted with facts and figures which show that this 
food product pays a tax of nearly 80 per cent, while many arti
cles of luxury in this country are taxed at much lower rates. 
Why should we place a tax on sugar at nearly 80 per cent and 
only 45 per cent on automobiles? Why should we place a tax 
on sugar of nearly 80 per cent and 10 per cent on diamonds? 
Why should we place a tax of nearly 80 per cent on sugar and 
35 per cent on costly furs? Why should we place a tax of 80 
per cent on sugar and only 50 per cent on expensive feathers 
and trimmed hats? I have figures and facts before me which 
clearly show that the American Sugar Refining Company, com
monly called "the sugar trust," has repeatedly sold considerable 
quantities of sugar for export at nearly 2 cents per pound less 
than the price quoted in the domestic market. Why should the 
American Sugar Refining Company be placed. in a condition by 
law which enables the company to sell to the American people at 
nearly 5 cents per pound and to export and sell in other coun
tries at a cents per pound? If the American Sugar Refining 
Company, commonly called "the trust," can export and sell 
sugar at 3 cents per pound abroad and this trust sells the same 
sugar in America at nearly 5 cents per pound, who can wonder 
that the sugar trust has doubled, and even quadrupled, its in
vestments yearly! 

I have been dealing with the year ending June 30, 1.D08. 
Take the sugar we imported in 1907, 3,726,339,201 pounds. At 
Hamburg prices this sugar would cost $100,611,158, wbile at 
New York prices the same sugar would cost $181,125,523. 
The difference would be $80,514,365 against the American 
people. The Payne bill provides that sugar testing 96° shall 
pay a duty of $1.68! per hundred pounds, and for each 
degree above 96° 3! cents per hundred pounds shall be 
added until refined sugar is reached, and when this is done an 
extra 7! cents per hundred pounds shall be added, which excess 
is called a refiner's differential. This makes the duty on re
fined sugar $1.90 per hundred pounds, while under the 
Dingley law the whole duty on refined sugar is $l..95 per 
hundred pounds. Before the American consumer or merchant 
can purchase refined sugar in foreign countries (except Cuba), 
a tariff of nearly 2 cents per pound must be paid; consequently 
the sugar · which the consumer buys in America is without com
petition. The tariff is so high on refined sugar that the foreign 

refiner of sugar ean not send hls sugar into America. Last 
year only 219 tons of refined sugar came into the United States 
-from foreign countries. By reason o.f this legislation the 
American people are helpless. They necessarily must purchase 
their sugar from the sugar trust and pay the price fixed 
by the trust, for the trust is without competition. It is incon
ceivable to me how the Finance Committee of the Senate 
and the Ways and Means Committee of the House in retis
ing the tariff have neglectecl so vital an interest affecting the 
enth·e American people. The sugar trust, so far as I know, 
has had no representative here, either before the Ways and 
Means Committee, or the Finance Committee of the Senate. 
Judging from the treatment which the sugar trust has received, 
this corporation needed no representative before either com
mittee. The Finance Committee has granted the trust all the 
favors desired without a hearing and so has the Ways and 
Means Committee of the Honse. 

Under the bill reported the consumer of sugar in the United 
States JDust continue to pay 5 cents per pound for the sugar con
sumed. We must remember that the American workingman 
during the last few years has bad a hard time to earn a living. 
We must not only consider the wages which he draws, but we 
must consider the necessaries of life which he consumes. li.,lour 
has almost doubled in value, meat and meal haye advanced in 
price, so has clothing, and it costs the American workingman 
nearly twice as much to live to-day as it did twelve or fifteen 
years ago. We must sh·ive to decrease the cost of living, and we 
must not by legislation create fortunes for any particular class. 
We must not create conditions by legislation which will enable 
the rtch and powerful to double their fortunes at the ex:pense of 
the plain people of ~America. We must not forget that sugar is 
one of the necessaries of Jife and that the American people spend 
nearly $400,000,000 per year for sugar and that the cost of sugar 
could be reduced at least one-thh'd by a proper revision of the 
tariff. Now, what is the differential? When we find the tariff 
rate fixed on 100 pounds of raw sugar and the tariff rate 
fixed on 100 pounds of refined sugar a.nd subtract the one from 
the other, this wm leave the differential allowed the suO'ar 
refiners of the United States as against the sugar refiners"' of 
foreign countries. I have heard it said that the differential 
under the Dingley bill was 26-i cents per hundred pounds and 
21t cents under the Payne bill-that is, the differential between 
the tariff on raw and refined sugar. 'rhat is raw sugar testing 
96°. 

Snch a statement is not a fair one and can not be borne out 
by the facts. Last year we had imported into this country 
347,509 long tons of sugar, which paid the full tariff duty of 
$1.68! per hundred pounds, while refined sugar paid a duty 
of $1.95 per hundred pounds under the Dingley law, which 
would leave a differential of 26! cents per hundred pounds and 
which would leaye a differential of 21! cents per bundred 
pounds under the Payne bill. Mark you, this is the differential 
on sugar coming into this country which pays a full duty. Con
cession sugar coming into the United States may be summed up 
as fo1lows; that is, raw sugar which does not pay a full duty: · 

Tons. 

~~l!p~~~~s_:::::::::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::::::: 1, 3!8; l88 
And this raw sugar comes into the United States with a re

duction of 20 per cent of the tariff fixed by the Dingley bill, 
consequently raw sugar coming from Cuba pays a duty of only 
$1.48-i per hundred pounds, and the differential in favor of the 
refiner on sugar coming from Cuba would be 20 cents per hun
dred greater than sugars paying full duties. In other words, the 
sugar trust engaged in refining sugar, instead of paying u 
tariff duty of $1.68! per hundred pounds on raw sugar coming 
from Cuba, would pay a tariff duty of only $1.48! per hundred 
pounds, and the sugar refiner, instead of having a differential of 
21! cents under the Payne bill, would have a differential of 41-?: 
cents per hundred pounds on all sugar coming from Cuba. 

We receive sugar free from the Hawaiian Islands; conse
quently the American sugar refineries, commonly called " the 
trust," purchase raw sugar in the Hawaiian Islands without 
the payment of any duty whate,·er, and we receive from these 
islands 418,102 tons of raw sugar, and we receive from Porto 
Rico, without any duty, 212,853 tons of raw sugar. In fact, 
most of tllis raw sugar was produced in these islands by the 
American sugar refineries at a cost of about 2 cents per pound. 
This great trust has purchased the sugar plantations in those 
islands and dominates and controls the production and price of 
raw sugar therein. Now the sugar trust, by reason of the 
reciprocity treaty with Cuba, purchases raw sugar at 20 cents 
per hundred pounds cheaper than before the ratification of the 
reciprocity treaty with Cuba. Notwithstanding this fact the 
sugar trust continues .to sell refined sugar at the ·same price, 
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pocketing the reduction that was intended for the American and 
Cuban people, and adding this 20 cents per hundred pounds to 
its colo sal fortunes. The American sugar refineries control 
the production of sugar in the Hawaiian Islands, and we receive 
from those islands 418,102 tons of raw sugar and from Porto 
Rico 212,853 tons of raw sugar, without any tariff duties. and 
notwithstanding this fact the trust did not give the American 
people the benefit of this free sugar; but, being without competi
tion, continued to sell refined sugar to the American people for 
the same price. 

Neither did the people of those islands receive any substan
#al benefits by reason of this reduction on tariff duties. In 
fnct, the information I have leads me to the conclusion that 
the sugar trust has purchased large plantations in Cuba, con
trolling the production of sugar in that island and producing 
sugar, which this corporation refines, at less than 2 cents per 
pound. It will do no good to reduce the tariff on raw sugar and 
allow the high tariff to remain on refined sugar. The sugar 
trust, controlling practically all of the refineries in the United 
States and the tariff beihg so high on refined sugar that for
eign competition is destroyed, can keep up the price of refined 
sugar, regardless of the fact that the trust is able to buy raw 

· sugar at reduced prices. We must allow sugar to come into this 
country eyen free of duty if by such ·competition we can destroy 
the American Sugar Refining Company. It does no good to 
give the sugar trust cheap raw sugar to refine when the trust 
re.fines it and continues to sell to the American consumer as 
though a tariff duty was paid of $1.68! per hundred pounds. 
This trust has wrung millions wrongfully from the pockets of 
the American people, and deserves no mercy or consideration 
at the hands of the American Congress. We must not get a 
mistaken idea in regard to the average differential between 
refined and raw sugar. The calculation heretofore has . been 
made on the theory that the American Sugar Refining Company 
.PflYS a tariff of $1.68-! per hundred pounds on all raw sugar 
coming into this country, when this is not true. If you will 
take the sugar imported into this country paying full duty, 
the sugar coming from the Philippines with a reduced duty, the 
sugar coming from Cuba with a tariff reduced 20 per cent over 
the Dingley bill, and the free sugar coming from the Hawaiian 
Islands and Porto Rico, you will find that the average tariff 
duty paid on sugar by the sugar trust, instead of being $1.68i 
per hundred pounds, amounts to $1.01. 

I hold in my hands a statement furnished me by an expert, 
which I am sure correctly describes the situation : 

Long tons. 
Fnll dutiable sugar----.--------------------------- 347, 509 
Concession sugar in the Philippines-------------------- 10, 700 
Concession sugar in Cnba----------------------------- 1, 340, 400 
Free sugar in Hawaii--------------------------------- 418, 102 
Free sugar in Porto RicO-------------------------- 212, 853 

. Total----------------------------------------- 2, 329, 564 
The total duties on all raw sugar were $54,310,082. The sugar 

refiners of this country got all of this raw sugar at a tariff 
cost of $54,310,082, or $23.31 a long ton. The raw sugar when 
equalized in this way amounts to 1.04 cents per ,pound. In 
other words, when you take the sugar coming into this country 
paying the full duty and the concession sugar coming from the 
Philippines and Cuba and the free sugar coming from Hawaii 

· and Porto Rico and equalize the ta.riff duties, the sugar h'ust 
pays $1.04 per hundred pounds on all raw sugar received in
stead of $1.68~ per hundred pounds. In fixing the present rate 
for refined sugar five one-hundredths of a cent was deducted 
from the old rate of $1.95 per hundred pounds, so that the 
present differential between 96° sugar and refined sugar is 21! 
cents per hundred pounds. Now, the real tariff paid on raw 
sugar by the sugar trc~t is $1.04 per hundred pounds. The 
duty on refined- sugar is ~.90 per hundred pounds as fixed in 
the Payne bill. There is no reason for adding the differential 
of 21! cents per hundred pounds on refined sugar to $1.68!, the 
duty on raw sugar testing 96°. This assumes that the refiners 
pay $1.6 -! per hundred pounds on all raw sugar, while, as a mat
ter of fact, they only pay $1.68-! on 341,961 long tons of sugar. 
On all dutiable refined sugar the trust pays on an average $1.37 
per hundred pounds, and all imported raw sugar $1.04 per 
hundred pounds; that is, when we add together the sugar pay
ing full duty and the concession sugar coming from the Phil
ippines and Cuba and the free sugar coming from Hawaii and 
Porto Rico. If 21! cents be assumed as a proper differential 
and the Payne bill makes that assumption, then it should be 
added to what imported raw sugar as a whole costs refiners, to 
wit, $1.04 per hundred pounds, and not to what a particular item 
costs them, $1.68! per hundred pounds. 

The duty on refined sugar, even from a Republican standpoint, 
should not be more than one hundred and twenty-five and a 

half hundredths, instead of one hundred and ninety hundredths, 
as the Payne bill proposes. The duty imposed in the Payne bill 
on refined sugar proceeds on the idea that the refiners have 
actually paid $1.68i per hundred pounds on all raw sugar im
ported, when in fact the trust has paid this duty only on 344,061 
tons of raw sugar. The sugar trust actually get 2,329,564 tons 
of raw sugar at a duty of $1,04 per hundred pounds and the 
differential of 21! cents per hundred pounds should attach to 
this and not to the duty of $1.68~ per hundred pounds. This 
calculation is made on sugar testing 96 °. 

This analysis has been furnished to me by an expert familiar 
with the sugar business, and, I believe, will be found to be abso
lutely correct. I have considered the figures myself most care
fully and made comparisons, and I challenge a successful con
tradiction of these figures. It is amazing to me with what 
indifference the Ways and Means Committee of the House and 
the Finance Committee of the Senate have treated this subject, 
of such vital importance to the entire people of the United 
States. We were called in extra session to make a substantial 
revision of the tariff, and here is one item, by reason of existing 
duties, that ~osts the American people nearly $400,000,000 per 
year, and there has not been given to this item the slightest at
_tention. Such a revision of the tariff is a sham and a humbug. 
I quote from the Washington Times an article full of meat on 
this important subject, and the figures and facts set forth therein 
will be found to be absolutely correct. The Washington Times 
asked the question : 

Who gets the benefit of the high protection which the Dingley law 
places on sugar ? Practically the same protection is retained by the 
Payne and Aldrich bills. Somehow or other it makes the American 
people pay for sugar about $113,000,000 more per annum than they 
would pay if they got the prices which prevail abroad. The Government 
gets $52,000,000 of that excess in revenue. But whence goes the rest? 

Does it go to the beet-sugar producer? 

The Times further adds : 
The testimony adduced before the Ways and 'leans Committee of the 

House seems to indicate that most of the benefits go to the trust. 
The trust controls a large proportion of the beet-sugar producing 

capacity of the country. If the beet-sugar people get the benefits, then 
the sugar producer gets much of it. But does the beet-sugar producer 
need it? Does he need all he gets under the present law? 

The answer in part is to be found in the simple statement of some 
trade facts. Denver is the poin.t of origin of a great beet-sugar traffic. 
The Colorado granulated sells m Denver at 5.25 pe~ hundred. The 
same sugar is. shipped ~1000 miles east, to Chicago, pays the highest 
freight rates on the conunent. and sells for $4..85. The Colorado mar· 
ket i.s monopolized by the Colorado producers because of the long 
distance from the Hawaiian sugar at the Pacific or the Cuban sugar at 
the Atlantic coast; so Colorado, which ought to have sugar at $4 85 
Jess the freight to Chicago, is held up for 40 cents more than it ought 
to pay. 

The article, going further, says: 
Now let the Pacific coast situation be investigated. Beet granulated 

ls produced in California at large profits. The Hawaiian sugar 
450,000 tons annually, is practically duty free, and the San Francisc~ 
refineries are the nearest to it. California should have the cheapest 
sugar in the United States; yet San Francisco quotes $5.40-55 cents 
more than Chicago and 15 cents more than Denver. 

Sugar at Chicago ought to cost more than at either Denver 
or San Francisco. In fact, it costs considerably less. 

This is possible simply because there is such an immense 
margin for manipulation within the limits of profitable prices 
that the trust charges just what it pleases, wherever it pleases. 
So the trust has a general deal with the Hawaiian producers 
of raw sugar, by which it takes practically their entire output 
and hauls it to New York by way of the Pacific for refining . . 
California is left to the tender mercies of the California beet
sugar producers, and pays the highest price oq the continent, 
or ne.arly that, when it ought to have the lowest. 

Whether the beet-sugar industry could continue in business 
if the protection were reduced is the subject of a difference of 
opinion. It is noted, however, that most of the witnesses be
fore the Ways and Means Committee who were neither su,,.ar
trust agents nor beet-sugar people believed that a reduction of 
one-half or thereabouts in the duty would be perfectly safe, so 
far as concerned the beet -interests. The substance of all this 
testimony-the only testimony from people not concerned in 
the trust-was well stated by Claus Spreckels, of the Federal 
Sugar Refining Company of New York. This company refines 
about one-tenth of the sugar refined in the country. Mr. 
Spreckels declared that the tariff as now adjusted. gives all the 
advantage to the trust. He said: 

I would be perfectly satisfied if you should agree upon free trade 
in both raw and refined sugars. I would prefer absolute · free trade 
to the present schedule, under which the sugar trust is the principal 
beneficiary and enabled to exact special privileges and conditions on 
sugars produced in Louisiana and the Hawaiian Islands. 

Mr. Spreckels said: 
I claim that beet-sugar factories in proper localities, such as Colo

rado, California, Utah, Idaho, and Oregon, should, and I am informed 
can, produ.ce granulated suga1· at 2.5 cents per pound. 



1909. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SEN ATE.- 2173 
AJ?. far as Louisiana is concerned, I contend that the sugar trust is 

in position to seize, in its discretion, a large share if not all of the 
benefit of the protection granted, and as far as our colonies are con
cerned they are to-day able to produce sugar in competition with the 
rest of the world. 

1\fr. Spreckels further said: 
Under the circumstances I believe the sooner our Government reduces · 

and gradually wipes out entirely the duty on sugar the better it would 
be for the country and all concerned. 

The article in the Times was well written, and commenting 
upon 1\Ir. Spreckels's testimony, says: 

- This from a man who is fighting the sugar trust, and who, though 
his business is small in prop-0rtion to that of the trust, is willing to 
take his own chances in the competition with the duty entirely 
removed. 

Mr. Spreckels does not believe the beet people need the pro
tection; he does not think the Louisiana growers get it, be
cause the trust fakes it away from them; he finds that the 
colonies can compete with the world and take care of them
selves, and finally, as an independent refiner, he would prefer 
free trade in sugar. 

Well does the Times say: 
This testimony seems to point the conclusion that the sugar trust 

is the only real beneficiary from the tariff as now adjusted. 
Once more the question may be asked : " Is the sugar trust worth 

what the country is paying to maintain it?" 

The Times, concluding this editorial, says with force: 
There ought to be some way of getting answers to that question. 

If the Finance Committee is not prepared to give a convincing answer 
it has not done its duty well. 

The article written in the Washington Times above quoted 
in my judgment is unanswerable. I doubt if the Finance 
Committee of the Senate will attempt ·to answer it. The Wash
inoton Post, one of the great newspapers in this country, in 
a; editorial recently published, plainly tells Congress the way 
to secure a cheaper sugar is to reduce the-excessive duty on re
fined sugar. The Habana Post, published in Habana, Cuba, 
in an editorial which I hold before me, says: 

The sugar imported from Cuba is raw. It is imported by the trust. 
By the time it is refined and reaches the consumer the price is just 
as high as it was before Cuban reciprocity. The trust gets its raw 
material cheaper, sells at the same old figure, and pockets the dilier
ence. The money made out of Cuban reciprocity should be in tl~e 
Treasury or in the pockets of sugar consumers. Not a dollar of it 
gets nway from the trust. 

The same paper says : 
The way to secure cheaper sugar is to reduce the excessive duty on 

refined sugar. Let the sugar trust surrender a part of its exorbitant 
protection. Give foreign refined sugar a chance to make fair com
petition with the sugar trust. Then the consumer may receive some 
benefit. 

The Habana Post was quoting from the Washington Post, and 
says: 

Our contemporftl'y is right in demanding reduced duty on refined 
sugar. Little of the refined product !s imported by the United S!ates 
and the decrease in revenue from this source would be comparatively 
nil L<>wer duty on refined sugar would unquestionably help to solve 
the problem of cheaper sugar in the United States. 

What do we .understand by the term "sugar trust?" 
The American Sugar Refining Company is commonly called 

the " sugar trust." This trust has constantly violated both the 
criminal and civil laws of our country. It is unconscionable 
and has continually robbed the American people since its 
organization. Instead of knocking at the door of Congress 
seeking to increase its fortunes at the expense of the masses 
of the people by reason of favorable legislation, its officers aud 
those directing and controlling its formation and operation 
ought to be at the bar of the criminal courts on trial for most 
serious criminal offenses, and instead of enjoying their ill
gotten wealth they deserve to be serving long terms in our fed
eral prisons. 

I hold in my hands a short editorial from a reputable news
paper in New york, published ma;iy years ago, paY_ing ~ts ~e
spects to the American Sugar Re:fimng Company. This editorial 
says: 

Press reports of the trial of the sugar trust, ended yesterday by a 
jury verdict of guilty, hardly have brought out the shocking nature of 
the charge and of the evidence to support It. It was a case of plain 
stealing of the most contemptible kind. False weights were system
atically used in order to defraud the Government, so the jury found, 
and their verdict of guilty also included the finding that this habitual 
cheatin"' could not have been carried on without the knowledge of the 
officers 'Of the corporation. This makes up about the most damning case 
aaainst a rich company that we have had. Here was no question of 
rebating or secret trade agreements, but just pilfering day after day. 
The fat hand of the sugar trust was filching daily from the Treasury 
till. For depravity and sneaking meanness this would be hard to beat. 

I hold in my hands a semimonthly publication published by 
thte Tariff Ileform Club, No. 2 Williams street, New York City, 
published in New York, July 30, 1890, worthy of the attention 
of the Finance Committee of the Senate. This article gives 
facts and :figures showing that for the last two years previous 
to the publication the profits of the sugar trust in 1888 were 

27! per cent, and 2-H per cent in 1889 on its nominal capitaliza
tion of $50,000,000, over two-thirds of which was water. On 
its real valuation the profits for 1888 were over 92 per cent and 
for 1889 over 80 per cent. Every cent of the profits of sugar 
refining in 1888-89, abgve a fair profit, was taken from the 
consumers of sugar in this country in the form of an indi
rect bounty that could never have been squeezed from the people 
of this country had sugar been on the free list. . I quote from a 
speech made in the House when the Dingley bill was under 
consideration by l\Ir. Swanson, who was a l\Iember of Con
gress from Virginia and -who is now governor of his State. It 
was a masterly speech against the tariff fixed in the Dingley 
bill on sugar, and the ai:gument produced by him on that occa
sion, in my judgment, is unanswerable. Mr. Swanson said: 

Let us examfue and see the immense profits made by the sugar trust 
on account of the beneficial legislation given it by Congress. 

Mr. Swanson further said: 
Senator Jones, of Arkansas, told me that when the Wilson bill was 

under consideration be wrote to Bradstreet and to Dun to furnish him 
an estimate of the value of the property owned by the trust. They 
fixed its value at about $10,000,000. 

Mr. Swanson further said: 
The best evidence is that when organized not over $9,000,000 in 

cash was put into the trust. It was organized in 1887. With this 
amount of original investment the company was capitalized at $37,-
500,000 of preferred stock and $37,500,000 of common stock. 

l\Ir. Swanson said during the debate that the preferred stock 
could be sold to-day at $115 per share, which would make it 
worth about $43,000,000. The common stock could be sold 
to-day at about $145 per share, which would make it worth 
about $45,000,000. Thus the trust to-day could dispose of its 
stock for about $88,000,000. Thus by a sale to-day they could 
pay about $9 for every $1 in cash put in. But this does not 
measure entil·ely the great profits received by its organizers. 

Quoting further from Mr. Swanson, he said: 
It has paid a dividend of 7 per cent on its preferred stock and of 

12 per cent on its common stock annually, which would make an aggre
gate of $7,100,000 each year. Thus the company pays each year a 
dividend of about 70 per cent upon the real money . invested. For the 
last seven years these d.ividends would aggregate more than $50,000,-
000, which1 added to what could be received for the stock to-day, 
would make it about $138,000,000. Thus those who contributed to the 
organization of this trust can to-day, after seven years, receive about 
$15 in value for every $1 put in. 

Ur. Swanson, further describing the trust, said: 
There is scarcely anything in the annals of speculation or investment 

that can rival the profits made by these favorites of legislation. Then 
it must be remembered that these vast profits have been made tluring 
times of distress and of business depression, while merchants, manu
facturers, farmers, and those engaged in other enterprises and indus
tries have been depressed and many become bankrupt, yet this favored 
trust has been each year growing richer and making greater profits. 
While others have gone to wreck and ruin this trust has attained un
surpassed prosperity. How has this come about? How has the trust 
been enabled to make these vast profits? It has been done alone by 
favors which Congress has bestowed upon it. Their opportunity has 
come alone from law. 

He could have added: 
These large profits have been made at the expense of the American 

people. 

Mr. H. 0. Havemeyer, in a sworn statement, said that nowhere 
in the world could sugar be more cheaply refined than in the 
United States. If this be true for refined sugar, it should be as 
cheap to the American as to the English consumer, and if it 
were not for the duty sugar could not for any length of time 
sell in the United States more than one-fourth cent higher 
than in England, including the cost of transportation. 

From the best information I have been able to obtain, the 
sugar trust was formed in November, 1887, by the consolida
tion of 20 of the leading refineries, whose total true value at 
the time the trust was formed was estimated to be between 
seven and ten millions of dollars. While the actual value of 
the property of the trust was not greater than $10,000,000, the 
sugar trust stocked the company at $50,000,000. By dismantling 
certain plants and annexing others, the trust reduced the num
ber of refineries in operation to 10, with a total cnpacity of 
28,500 barrels. Outside of the trust there were only 5 re
fineries, with a total capacity of 10,400 'barrels. Of late years 
it ha.s been impossible to secure any accurate returns of the 
profits of the American Sugar Refining Company. If the profits 
were so large as I have described up to the passage of the · 
Dingley bill and a few years after the passage of the Dingley 
bill, of late years the profits must necessarily have been much 
greater. The cheaper the sugar trust can buy raw sugar from 
abroad and bring it into this country the greater the profits 
they make on refining it, and the more free sugar the trust is ' 
able to buy with the present high tariff on refined sugar the 
greater will be the profits of the trust. Now, when the duty on 
raw sugar is $1.68! per hundred, and this duty has to be 
added to the price of raw sugar, and the duty on refined sugar 



2174 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE. ~iAY 19, 

is $1.90, the difference in the tariff between refined and raw 
sugar would only be 21! cents per hundred. Every time the tari ff 
on raw sugar is reduced, which enables the sugar trust to pur
chase raw sugar at low rates, such reduction goes to the sugar 
trust, because the sugar trust has no foreign competitor, for 
the reason that the duty on refined sugar is so high foreign 
countries can not afford to attempt to ship it into this country. 
The pre ent tariff law allows the sugar trust an absolute 
monopoly of the sugar matket in the United States. The sugar 
trust buys raw sugar from abroad and at home as cheaply as 
possible, refines it, and sells it at a high price, because foreigu 
countries can not afford to pay $1.95 per hundred on refined 
sugar and export it to this country. 

Sugar fTorn the Hawaiian Islands has been coming into this 
country free ·for many years even before the Dingley law was 
enacted, but at the time the Dingley law was enacted only a 
small amount of sugar was produced in the Hawaiian Islands. 
Each year the sugar industry has developed wonderfully in 
those islands, and every pound of -that sugar comes into this 
country free of duty, and the sugar trust buys it without paying 
any tariff duties, manufactures it into refined sugar, and seUs 
it to the American people at about 5 cents per pound, selling it 
at the same price the trust sells sugar on which it pays a duty 
of $1.68} per hundred, and instead of the American peovle 
getting the benefit of the free sugar which comes from the 
Hawaiian Islands the sugar trust gobbles it up and the Govem
ment gets no revenue from the sugar coming from the Ha
waiian Islands, and neither do the American people get any 
benefit in the way of reductions. 

From information which I ham in my possession I am sme 
the American sugar refineries control the production of sugar 
in those islands either directly or indirectly. 

In 1898 the Hawaiian Islands produced 499,766,798 pounds of 
sugar, which came into this country free of duty; in 1 DD, 
462,299,8 O pounds; in 1900, 004,713,105 pounds; in 19-01, 690,-
800, 32 pounds; in 1D02, 720,553,357 pounds; in 1903, 774,825,420 
pounds; in 1D04, 763,4D2,092 pounds; in 1905, 832,721,387 pounds·; 
in 1D06, 746,602,637 pounds; in 1907, 821,014,811 pounds; in 190 , 
1,077,570,637 pounds; from July 1 to December 31, 190 , 
3 3,448,790 pounds. Most of this sugar was produced by the 
.American sugar refineries. These refineries purchased planta
tions in the Hawaiian Islands and produced sugar at less thnn 
2 c~nts per pound. If this sugar had paid a tariff duty of 51 .GS~ . 
the revenue to the United States would have been $132,014,23G. 
The Dingley bill did not contemplate that the American sugar 
refineries would ever receive this amount of free sugar from 
the Hawaiian Islands. If the sugar trust received this amount 
of free sugar from the Hawaiian Islands without paying the 
$1.68i per hundred, there ought to have been either a cor
responding reduction in refined sugar to the American people 
or an increased price to the people of the Hawaiian Islands. 
This is impossible, because most of the sugar produced in those 
islands was produced by the American refineries. Not only has 
the sugar refineries had the benefit of free sugar from the 
Hawaiian Islands, as abo-ve stated, but they have been the re
cipient of other favors at the hands of the Government of the 
United States. 

Porto Rico became a part of the United States after July 
25, 1901. In 1900 Porto Rico produced 52,212,796 pounds of 
sugar; in 1901, 142,D56,601 pounds; in 1902, 183,817,049 pounds; 
in 1903, 226,143,508 pounds; in 1904, 259,231,607 pounds; in 
1905, 271,319,293 pounds; in 1906, 410,554,61 pounds; in 1007, 
408,149,992 pounds; in 190 , 469,205,0 2 pounds; from July 
1 to December 31, 1908, 58,297,520 pounds r\f sugar. So soon 

. as Porto Rico was made a part of this country after July 25, 
1901, sugar came from Porto Rico to the United States free 
of any tariff duty and the sugar trust purchased this raw 
sugar without paying a cent of tariff duty. When annexation 
took place, and even before, the sugar trust purchased large 
plantations in Porto Rico and took control of the production 
of sugar in those islands. Wherever the sugar refineries pro
duced their own sugar in tho e islands it cost about 2 cents 
per pound. The American sugar refineries, commonly called 
"the trust," ha\e been wideawake looking to the product ion of 
raw sugar in the Hawaiian Islands, Porto Rico, and Cuba. 
The sugar h·ust has purchased, either directly or indirectly, 
large tracts of sugar lands in those islands producing an 
abundance of raw sugar at about 2 cents per pound ; con
sequently since the passage of the Dingley Act the trust has 
been able to purchase a large part of raw sugar refined at low 
prices. ongre~s '\las not aware of the fact that the sugar h ·ust 
was to haYe the benefit of this free sugar at the time Porto 
Hico was annexed to the United States, for this sugar coming 
from Porto Rico had paid the same tariff duty that raw sugar 
paid coming from either F rance or Germany into this country. 

The revenue going into the Treasury on the ugar coming from 
Porto Rico since 1901, if the Dingley rate had been imposed, 
would have amounted to $39,175,242. Who received the benefit 
of this vast sum? '.rhe benefit going to the people of Porto Rico 
was hardly appreciable. The sugar trust undoubtedly received 
the greater part of this sum. If this- corporation had mani
fested the slightest interest in the welfare of the American 
people when thi free sugar was recei-ved from Porto Rico, 
most assuredly a reduction would have been made to the 
American consumer corresponding to the reduction in refined 
sugar. This is not the only special favor the American Sugar 
Refining Company had from the American people. The reci
procity treaty with Cuba took effect December 27, 1903, fixing 
the duty on sugar at 20 per cent less than the regular rates; 
consequently when the sugar trust bought .raw sugar in Cuba 
and brought it into this country for the purpose of having it 
refined and ready for use, instead of paying a tariff duty of 
$1.631 per hundred, the trust receiled the sugar with a tariff 
duty of $1.48! , and necessarily the raw sugar purchased in Cuba 
by the trust was at a much lower rate than the raw sugar 
purchased from either France or Germany or anywhere else 
outside of the United States. 

The sugar trust, after the reciprocity treaty with Cuba, imme
diately invested large amounts in sugar plantations in Cuba · 
and began the cultivation and production of raw sugar. The 
raw sugar produced in this way cost the trust about 2 cents 
per pound. The argument was made, and at the time it was 
made I thought it was true, that when raw ugar came into 
this country cheaper by reason of the reduction of the tariff 
duty, then the American consumer would necessarily receive 
refined sugar at a lower rate. But such was not the case. This 
selfish corporation in tead of reducing the price on refined sugar 
purchased the raw sugar in Cuba at a reduced rate or produced 
it at 2 cents per pound, refined it in· America, and sold it at the 
same prices, without making the slightest reduction; conse
quently most of the reduction on raw sugar in Cuba went to 
benefit the American Sugar Refining Company, commonly called 
the "sugar trust." How much did the sugar trust receive by 
reason of this reduction? Mark you, when the American sugar 
refineries received the right by law to bring raw sugar from 
Cuba with a reduction of 20 per cent over the Dingley bill, the 
American refineries immediately purchased large sugar planta
tions in those islands, controlling the production of sugar and 
producing it at about 2 cents per pound. 

In 1904 Cuba produced 1,D64,922,816 potmds of sugar, which 
came into this country with a reduction of 20 per cent OYer the 
Dingley bill ; in 1905, 1,924,842,312 pounds ; in 1906, 2,522,590,500 
pounds; in 1907, 3,166,163,975 pounds; in 100 , 2,462,063,894 
pounds. From July 1 to December 31, 1908, 552,405,3 7 pounds. 

By reason of the reduction of the tariff of 20 per cent over 
the rates fixed in the Dingley bill, or by reason of the duty re
mitted, $41,071,313 was taken from the Treasury· of the United 
States, and the American consumers of sugar did not receive 
any reduction whatever in the price of refined sugar. Most of 
this vast sum intended to be for the benefit of the American 
and uban people went into the pockets of the American Sugar 
Refining Company. I say the people of Cuba did not receive 
any substantial benefit by increase of price in raw sugar, and 
that this vast sum went to the sugar trust, and I produce the 
figures to sustain my position. 

In 1901, before the reciprocity treaty with Cuba, the average 
price of raw sugar was $2.40 per hundred pounds; in 1D02, $1. 5 
per hundred . pounds; in 1903, $1.78 per hundred pounds-and 
the reciprocity treaty went into effect December, 1903; in 1904, 
$2 per hundred pounds; in 1905, $3.12 per hundred pounds; in 
1D06, $2.16 per hundred pounds; in 1907, $2.18 per hundred 
pounds; in 1908, $2.59 per hund.l·ed pounds. 

Mark you, the price of raw sugar in Cuba in 1901 was $2.40 
per hundred pounds, and the first year after the reciprocity 
treaty went into effect the price of raw sugar in Cuba was 
$2 per hundred pounds, a decrease instead of an increa . 

I repeat, neither did the American people nor the people of 
Cuba receive any substantial benefit by reason of this reduc
tion. This demonstrates that a reduction of the duty on raw 
sugar without a reduction of the duty on refined sugar, will be 
of no substantial benefit to the American people. 

On March 8, 1902, Congress ·fi.'i:e<l the duty on sugar coming 
from the Philippine Islands into this country at 75 per cent of 
the regular rates, making a reduction of 25 per cent; and from 
that day until the present time raw sugar has becu cornin(J' from 
the Philippine I slands into the Unite<l States at 75 uer cent of 
the regular rates. Not the slighte t bent>fit has ever accrued to 
the .American consumer by reason of this reduction. During this 
time since the Dingley law was enacted the duty on refined sugar 
has been $1.95 per hundred pounds. The cheaper sugar re-
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fineries of this country can buy raw sugar, the greater the 
profits of the trust. The trust was enabled by reason of these 
tariff laws to buy raw snga.r at an ~ceedingly low price. The 
trust in reality fixed the price of beets consumecl by the re
fineries. The trust fixed the price of raw cane sugar and they 
supplied aJrnost the entire maTket in the United States with 
refined sugar because the tariff on refined sugar is so high, 
being $1.95 per hundTed pounds; companies engaged in refining 
sugar have no foreign or domestic· competition. Think of it! 
The American sngar refinel'ies during the last dozen yea.rs have 
recei'1ed the principal part of the $132,014,236 on the free sugaT 
coming from the Hawaiian I lands. That is; if a tariff had 
been imposed on this sugar of lj:l.GS! per hundred pounds, this 
amount of revenue would have gone into the Treasury and 
would have been added to the cost of raw sugar used by the 
sugar trust. 

Surely, some substantial benefit ought to have gone either to 
the people of the Hawaiian Islands or to the people of the 
United States by reasoh of this free sugar. The sugar trust 
has received the principal part of $41,071,313 lost to the 
Treasury 'by reason of the adoption of the Cuban reciprocity 
treaty. This treaty was made in good faith and those of us 
who supported it expected a substantial benefit both to the 
people of Cuba and to the American people. This same cor
poration has received a large part of the $39,175,242 lost 
to the Treasury by reason of free sugar coming fl'om Porto 
Rico, which sum ought to ha·re gone either to the people of 
Porto Rico or to the American consumer of sugar. Congress 
intended that the American consumer should have the benefit 
of the free agar coming from the Hawaiian Islands into this 
country and the free sugar coming from Porto Rico into this 
country and the reduction in the duty on sugar coming from 
Cuba into this counh·y and the reduction in the Philippine sugar 
coming into this country. The argument was made that both 
the .Americ::m consumer and the people of these islands would be 
benefited by these sugar concessions. I doubt if one dollar of this 
vast sum has gone into the pockets of the American people and 
certainly this large amount was lost to the Treasury of the 
United States. If, in its early history, this corporation organ
ized in the State of New Jersey with ten millions of capital, ha.s 
made as high as 91 per cent on its actual investments, who can 
estimate its profits for the last seven or eight years with an 
abundance of free sugar c.omillg from the Hawaiian Islands, 
Porto Rico, and a reduction of the tariff on sugar coming from 
Cuba and the Philippine Islands? If the same rate of duty 
($1.681 per hundred pounds) had been charged on sugar coming 
from the Hawaiian Islands, Porto Rico, Cuba, and the Philip
pine Islands during the last ten years, the sugar brought from 
these places to the United States would have paid into the 
Treasm·y $212,220,773. This vast sum has not gone to the 
American people. It has not gone into the Treasury of the 
United States. Notwithstanding the fact that Congress intended 
that this free sugar and concession sugar from Cuba and the 
Philippines should give to the American consumer a reduction 
in refined sugar, the sugar trust, grasping and selfish, forget
ful of the necessities of the American people, has placed most of 
the duties received into its coffers. If there had been a cor
responding reduction on refined sugn.r, so that the sngar trust 
would have had foreign competitors, then the sugar refineries 
of this country would necessarily ha v-e had competition, and 
these reductions, amounting to over two hundred millions, would 
have gone in part to the American consumers and not to the 
.American Sugar Refining Company. The American people 
would be asto0unded if they had the facts and figures going 
to show the profits made by the sugar trust dming the last 
dozen years. 

I have said the reduction of the tariff of 20 per cent on raw 
sugar in Cuba December 27, 1~ over the Dingley rate gave no 
substantial benefit to the people of Cuba, and neither did the 
reduction reduce the p1·ice of refined sugar to the American 
people; thus necessarily this reduction went into the pockets of 
the sugar refineries of the United States. The facts ~d figures 
which I have set out in my :ugument heretofore deIIlDllBh·ate 
this proposition to a mathematical certainty. No one contends 
that the America.Il ·consumer received his refined sugar any 
cheaper than he did before. It is true that raw sugar sold 
higher in the Hawaiian Islands than in Cuba, and some sub-

. stantin.l benefit went to the people of the Hawaiian Islands by 
reason of the sugar coming to this country free, but the inhab
itants of those islands ha Ye produced only a small part of the 
sugar produced there annually. The sugar refineries of the 
Unjted States recognized that sugar could be produced in those 
islands cheaper than anywhere else in the world. and that sugar 
had no tariff .duty to pay coming from Hawaii and a reduced 
duty to pay QOming from Cuba. The sugar trust has taken 

advantage of these conditions and has bought most of the sugar 
lands in Hawaii and actually controls the production of sugar 
in those countries at n cost of 2 cents per pound, and the cost of 
refining ranges from three-eighths to five-eighths of a cent per 
pound. I am informed that of late years the cost of refining 
has been reduced to one-fourth of a cent per pound; consequently 
the sugar refineries in this country owning plantations in the 
Hawaiian Islands produce their raw sugar at about 2 cents per 
pound. The cost of refining can not exceed one-half cent per pound. 
The total cost of production and refining would be 2! cents per 
pound, and the trust sells this sugaT to the American people at 
from 4~ cents to 5 cents per pound, doubling their money on 
eyery pound of sugaT sold to the American consumer. The same 
can be said of Porto Rico. The American sugar refineries control 
most valuable sugar lands in Cuba and produce raw sugar there 
at less than 2 cents per pound, bringing it to this country with a 
reduction of 20 per cent over the Dingley bill, refine and sell 
it to the .American consumer at a profit of 1 cent per pound
that is, if I have been correctly informed in regard to the 
amount of money that it ,,costs the refineries to produce raw 
sugar on their plantations in Hawaii and Cuba. The most 
gi·asping and unconsc-ionable trust to be found anywhere is the 
American Sugar Refining Company; commonly called the "sugar 
trust." The steel trust and the Standard Oil, in point of dis-
honesty and unscrupulous conduct, are suckling bahes in com
parison to the sugar trust. 

The sugar trust now controls and owns a majority of the 
stock in the sugar-beet factories of this country-that is, about 
51 per cent of the stock. When the Dingley Act wa:s passed, 
nearly all of the raw sugar we used came from foreign coun
tries--

1\Ir. FOSTER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia 

yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 
Mr. CLAY. Certainly. 
l\Ir. FOSTER. I do not want to interrupt the Senator, but 

he is stating a historical fact now as to the reduction of the 
tariff on sugar by congressional action in so faT as Cuba is con
cerned. I should like to ask him whether every sugar producer 
in this country, beet and cane, did not violently protest against 
this action of Congress, and did not the Senator from Georgia 
vote for that treaty? 

Mr. CLAY. I voted in favor of the reciprocity treaty with 
Cuba. I believed that sugar would come into this country 
cheaper. I believed that the people of Cuba would probably 
get a little .more for their sugar. I found that I was mistaken; 
that the trust, while buying its raw sugar cheaper, continued 
to sell its refined product to the American people at the same 
price. 

We only import into this country now 340,000 tons a year on 
which the importer pays a duty of $1.681 per hundred pounds. 
At the time the Dingley bill was passed we imported into this 
country more than 2,000,000 tons, paying a duty of $1.68t a hun
dred. There has been a revolution in the situation since- the 
Dingley bill passed. And for this Congress to sit here and 
simply allow the Dingley rate to stand when the sugar trust is 
receiving to-day one-third of its sugar without paying any duty, 
is criminal to the American people. 

I say to you that you will !}Ut into the pockets of the trust 
hundreds of thousands and millions of dollars if this tariff law 
stays upon the statute books for ten, twelve-, fifteen, or twenty 
years . 

The differential between 96-degree sugar and refined sugai· 
is 26t cents per hundred pounds~ as :fixed by the Dingley bill-

Mr. S.1'IOOT. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia 

yield to the Senator from Utah? 
Mr. CLAY. Yes. 
Mr. SMOOT. I know the: Senator wants to be fail'. 
Mr. CLAY. I do, most assuredly. I proposed. to get through 

in forty minutes, but I find I will not be able to do it. 
.Mr. SMOOT. I think the Senator from Georgia wan.ts to 

know what the actual differential is to-day between the raw 
sugar coming into this country and the refined sugar. 

Mr. CLAY. I understa.ncl it as well as I do my A, B, C's. 
~Ir. S.MOOT. May I ask the question I have in mind? 
Mr. CLAY. Yes . 
Mr. SMOOT. I will ask the- Senator if a duty of $1..90 per 

hundred pounds, on the basis of 96 per cent sugar, does not 
give to the refiner a differential of only 7! cents? 

:Mr. CLAY. I will answer that. 
Mr~ SMOOT. Is not that true.? 
:Mr. CLAY. No. I take this position, and I know I am right. 

I do not always know I am right, and I never say I am right 
unless I feel that I am on sure ground. I think I can give 
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you the entire sugar schedule. Raw sugar, testing 75° , pays a 
tariff duty of 95 cents per hundred pounds. 

Mr. Sl\IOOT. That is true. 
l\Ir. CLAY. On every degree above that it pays a tariff of 

3t cents additional until it reaches 100°. 
Mr. SMOOT. That is true. 
Mr. CLAY. When it reaches 100° there is, under this bill, 

7! cents additional duty placed on it. Under the Dingley bill 
it wa 12! cents per hundred pounds. 

l\Ir. Sl\fOOT. That is the differential of 7t cents. 
Mr. CLAY. I understand what the differential is. I am 

giving you the whole law. I thought at one time that nearly 
all of the sugar that comes into -this country was either 95 or 
96° sugar. That is not true. 

Mr. SMOOT. If it came in at 81°, or if it came in at 75°, 
or any other percentage, the same differential would apply. 

l\Ir. CLAY. Why, l\fr. President, the census reports show that 
most of the sugar ranging from 96° to 100° is consumed as raw 
sugar and is never refined. 

l\Ir. SMOOT. Why, Mr. President--
Mr. CLAY. Five per cent of the sugar that we consume in 

thi country, l\lr. President, is a high class of raw sugar. Sugar 
ranging from 96° to 100° is a very high-class sugar. We do not 
refine much sugar between 96° and 100°, if the r epor ts of the 
Census Office are correct. 

Mr. Sl\lOOT . . l\fr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator f rom Georgia 

yield to the Senator from Utah? 
l\lr. CLAY. Yes. 
l\Ir. SMOOT. All I want the Senator to understand is what 

the real differential is. I say, l\Ir. President, that to-day, no 
matter what the percentage of the sugar is--

1\Ir. CLAY. I will answer the Senator's question right now. 
Mr. SMOOT. Under the bil1, as reported to-day, with a duty 

of $1.9-0, the differential is 7t cents; and when the duty was 
$1.95 the differential was 12-i cents. I care not what the test 
of sugar may be, whether it is 80 per cent or 90 per c_ent. 

Mr. CLAY. I know what I am talking about and I am not 
gue sing at it. I know that what I have said is correct, be
ca use I have gone over it repeatedly, and I state to the Senator 
that the differential - between 96° sugar and refined sugar is 
26-t a 100. .Am I correct? 

l\lr. SMOOT. Absolutely. 
Mr. CLAY. I know I am right about it. 
Mr. S:llOOT. That which--

, Mr. CLAY. Ninety-se•en degree sugar-
, Mr. SMOOT. Wait a minute. 

Mr. CLAY. I want to answer the question. 
Mr. Sl\.IOOT. I want to tell the Senator. 
Mr. CLAY. I do not want any instruction on it. I know 

exactly how to answer it. 
Mr. SMOOT. Your statement only half states it. 
Mr. CLAY. Up to 100°--
1\!r. Sl\IOOT. I want the Senate to understand it . On 96°; 

of cour e, there is 26! cents difference, but, mind you, there are 
4 additional points on refined sugar, because refined sugar is 100 
per cent, and if each one of these points represents 3! cents 
amounts to 14 cents, dett.ucted from 26! cents, leaves 12! cents 
differential. On the $1.90 rate there is 5 cents less ; and the 
Senator knows these are the facts. 

l\Ir. CLAY. If the Senator had kept his seat quietly I would 
have explained the very point that he has been trying to explain. 

l\Ir. SMOOT. The Senator admits--
Mr. CLAY. Will the Senator give me a half minute and let 

me get through? I will then explain it in brief. 
l\Ir. S:MOOT. That is all I want. 
l\lr. CLAY. I stated that the differential between sugar test

in~ 96° and refined sugar was 26-! points. On sugar testing 
97 ° and refined sugar the difference is 3! points less. On sugar 
te ting 9 ° the difference is still 3! points less. On sugar test
ing 99° the differential is 3t points less. On sugar testing 100° 
there is a differential of 7i cents. Does the Senator think I 
understand it? 

Mr. S~IOOT. That is just exactly what I stated. 
l\Ir. CI;AY. Then if the Senator had been quiet he would 

have gotten the information. I have not tried to point out 
anything in this case except what I can sustain by the evidence. 

l\Ir. SJIOOT. Does the Senator say that the differential on 
refined sugar under the bill as reported here at $U)0 is only 7!? 

l\fr. CLAY. The difference on 100° refined sugar is 7~. 
Mr. S~IOOT. Is not all the sugar refined her e by the refiners 

100° ? . 
Mr. CLAY. All refined sugar is 100°11 

l\fr. SMOOT. That is what the committee--
Mr. CLAY. I want to go along with this argument. It is 

an imposition on the Senate and an -unnecessary consumption 
of time. I do not intend to do it, and I 'never have done it. 

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator f rom 

Georgia yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 
Mr. CLAY. Certainly. 
Mr. FOSTER. It is a practical proposition which is pre

sented to this body. I ask the Senator this practical proposi
tion-whether it is not a fact that the difference between refined 
sugar to-day and raw sugar is, under the Dingley bill, less than 
ever in the history of this country? That is a practical pro- . 
position, which goes to the consumer . 

l\Ir. CLAY. I will say this to the Senator : If the same con
ditions existed to-day that existed when the Dingley )aw: went 
in to effect, when the tariff on refined was $1.95 and · on raw 
sugar $1.68!, that would be true. But I insist that conditions 
have changed, that an abundance of free sugar has come into 
this country ; and the average differential instead of being 12! 
cents, as under the Dingley law on refined sugar, at this time is 
91 cents, and I believe I can demonstrate it to the Senate. 
. l\Ir. FOSTER. I admit the free importation of sugar from all 
these islands; I admit for the sake of the argument every state
ment the Senator f rom Georgia has made; but I submit to him this 
practical proposition : With free sugar coming from Hawaii, 
Porto Rico, with concessionary sugar coming from Cuba, is it 
not a fact that the difference between raw sugar and refined 
sugar-that which the consumer obtains-is under the Dingley 
bill less to-day than ever in the history of sugar production in 
this country? 
- .l\Ir. CLAY. I do not think so. 

Mr. FOSTER. Is not that a fact? 
l\lr. CLAY. It is not. I do not think so. I will say to the 

Senator--
Mr. FOSTER. I can demonstrate it, I think, beyond any 

controversy. 
Mr. CLAY. When I get through with my remarks . I will 

yield to hear t he speech of the Senator and to answer any 
questions which Senators may desire to ask. 

Mr. CLAPP. Will the Senator pardon an interruption? 
Mr. CLAY. l\lost assuredly. I am going to quit directly und 

continue some other day. 
:Mr . CLAPP. I think, in describing the reciprocity treaty 

with Cuba, the Senator omitted a very important fact. It was 
one of the most truly reciprocal arrangements I ever knew of, 
because the r ate of duty which we took out of sugar just about 
corresponded with the advance in price of the stock of the 
American Sugar Refining Company. It was truly reciprocal. 

l\lr. CLAY. Will the Senator repeat that? I did not catch it. 
Mr. CLAPP. I say, in discussing the Cuban reciprocity trenty, 

when any schoolboy ought to ha•e seen that the only purchaser 
of raw sugar was the trust, and that reducing the duty on raw 
sugar would not benefit the American consumer, nevertheless 
we adopted that plan of reciprocity; and I say it was truly 
reciprocal, because the proportion of points we reduced the 
duty just about corresponded to the increase of points in the 
stock market of the stock of the American Sugar Refining 
Company. 

l\Ir. CLAY. I quite indorse the speech of the Senator from 
Minnesota. There is no contention between us in the least on 
that point. 

We are to have under this bill 300,000 tons of fl'ee sugar from 
the Philippine Islands. 

Ir. NEWLANDS. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia 

yield to the Senator from Nen1da? 
Mr. CLAY. Certainly. 
Mr. NEWLANDS. Did I understand the Senator to say that 

the present importations from the Philippine Islands amount to 
300,000 tons? 

Mr. CLAY. No; I did not say that. Our present importa
tions from the Philippine Islands are only a small amount, I 
think 10,400 tons; but I will say to the Senator this bill pro
Yides that hereafter the people of the Philippine Islands shall 
be allowed to import into this country 300,000 tons of sugar free. 
of duty. The sugar that comes from the Philippine Islands at 
this time pays a duty of 75 per cent of the Dingley law. 'l'he 
sugar that comes from the Philippine Islands in the future 
will be absolutely free to the extent of 300,000 tons. 

Mr. FOSTER and Mr. S~iOOT addressed the Chair. 
l\Ir. F OSTER. Will the Senator allow me to ask bim a 

question? · 
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The VICE-PRESIDENT. To which Senator does the Sena

tor from Georgia yield? 
Mr. CLAY. I will yield to both. I will yield first to the 

Senator from Louisiana and then to the Senator from Utah. 
Mr. FOSTER. If we have free sugar in the Philippine Is

lands, Hawaii, and Porto Rico, and tl;len practically have free 
sugar from Germany and the other sugar-producing countries 
of the world, what will become of the domestic industry? 

Mr. CLAY. I will reach that point later. I am not in favor 
of free sugar. I believe we ought to reduce the duty on refined 
sugar since we have given the trust so much cheap raw sugar, 
so that thei·e will be only a small difference between the tariff 
on the refined sugar and the tariff on raw sugar. In fact, I 
,would abolish the differential. 

Mr. FOSTER. Will the Senator give me an idea as to what 
he would suggest as a proper reduction on refined sugar? 

Mr. BORAH. l\Ir. President, I can not hear the Senator from 
Louisiana. I should like to bear him. 

Mr. FOSTER. I ask the Senator if he will suggest what he 
thinks is a fair reduction on refined sugar and a fair reduction 
on raw sugar. 

Mr. CLAY. When the Dingley law was passed Mr. Dingley 
thought that the differential of 261 points between 96° sugar 
and refined sugar was about right. I mean after it reached 
100 points it ought to have 12.q cents additional. If now we 
are getting raw sugar in this counh·y that has reduced the 
average tariff on raw sugar from $1.68i to $1.04, even if you 
follow the Dingley law there must be a corresponding reduction 
in the duty on retrned sugar. Mr. Dingley insisted that under 
no circumstances should the differential be more than 12! 
points after· it reached 100, or more than 26:1 points on 96° 
sugar. It is now 91 cents. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President--
Mr. CLAY. In one moment. I will first yield to the Senator 

from Utah. 
Mr. SMOOT. The Senator made a statement that all the re

fineries were in the hands of the sugar trust. l\Ir. Spreckels 
testified before the. Ways and Means Committee-and he, by 
the way, is an independent refiner-that from 50 to 60 per cent 
of all . the sugar refined in America is refined by independent 
refiners. 

Mr. CLAY. I am not in close touch with either l\fr. Spreckels 
or the sugar trust. I never talked with them about it. I do 
not know what they think about it. 

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator say that all the refineries in 
this country are owned or controlled by the American Sugar 
Refining Company? 

1\Ir. CLAY. No; I do not. I will tell you what Mr. l\1oody 
says on trusts. He says himself that 90 per cent of the sugar 
refined in this country is either refined by the trust or by sub
sidiary companies that the trust controls. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have stated that the figures show that there 
is not 28 per cent or nearly 28 per cent--

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President--
Mr. CLAY. I will yield to the Senator from Kansas as soon 

as the Senator from Utah gets through. 
Mr. BRISTOW. I should like to ask if the Senator will give 

me permission to ask the Senator from Utah a question. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Georgia has 

yielded to the Senator from Utah, and he has promised that he 
will yield to the Senator from Kansas when the Senator from 
Utah bas concluded. 

1\Ir. BRISTOW. By permission of the Senator from Georgia 
and of the Senator from Utah, I should like f'o ask the Senator 
from Utah a question. · 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Georgia 
yield for that purpose? 

Mr. CLAY. Yes. 
l\Ir. BRISTOW. I should like to know where the Senator. 

from Utah gets his figures, and what is his source of authority? 
l\Ir. SMOOT. The testimony of l\Ir. Spreckels before the 

,Ways and l\feans Committee. 
Mr. BRISTOW. That is your source for the amount of money 

the trust has invested in beet sugar? 
l\fr. SMOOT. No. 
Mr. BRISTOW. What is the source? 
1\fr. SMOOT. The source is the statement of their resources 

and liabilities as published and sworn to. 
Mr. BRISTOW. The statement of the sugar trust? 
Mr. SMOOT. It is the statement of their resources and lia

bilities, the annual statement that they publish. 
Mr. BRISTOW. Whose statement? 
1\fr, SMOOT. The statement that the sugar refining company 

itselt published for its stockholders. 

XLIV-137 

l\Ir. BRISTOW. The sugar trust's statement as to the amotint 
it controls? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is exactly what I said. I do not see how 
anybody else knows, if they do not know. 

Mr. BRISTOW. I just wanted your authority, and I have it. 
Mr. SMOOT. It is made public; everybody knows it. 
l\Ir. CLAY. Is the Senator from Utah through? 
Mr. SMOOT. In relation to the sugar trust owning sugar 

lands in Hawaii, does the Senator know that they own one acre 
of land there? 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Spreckels, the old gentleman, originally did 
own those lands; but the information I have here, and which I 
am going to put in the RECORD before I get through, is that since 
his death that interest has been sold. out. · 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. Spreckels is competing in this counh·y in 
refining sugar with the sugar trust, and the sugar trust, I am 
told, does not own an acre of land in Hawaii. · 

Mr. S~HTH of Michigan rose. 
1\fr. CLAY. Now I will yield to the Senator from Michigan; 

but I want to get through. I will be through in a few minutes, 
I am sure. 

1\fr. SMITH of Michigan. I was · very much interested in 
the statement of the Senator from Georgia as to the productive 
sugar capacity of the Philippine Islands. As I understood him, 
upon some one's information he asserted that there was a pos
sibility of producing 1,000,000,000 tons of sugar in the Philip
pine Islands. 

Mr. CLAY. I do not know it myself. I have been informed 
that in five years that country could bring into this country 
at least 300,000,000 tons of sugar annually. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Does the Senator from Georgia 
believe that it is good policy to develop the sugar industry · in 
the Philippine Islands to that extent? 

Mr. CLAY. I certainly would not be in favor of admitting 
free sugar from the Philippine Islands into the United States 
at all if you are going to allow the present tariff duty to stand 
on refined sugar. I am not in favor of free sugar. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I am very glad to hear that. 
Mr. CLAY. If sugar is made a revenue producer, and we 

are compelled to have revenue, I would not insist that free 
sugar ought to be brought into this country. I want the Sen
ator to understand me. I insist that inasmuch as we now have 
free sugar coming to this country from the Hawaiian Islands • 
and free sugar from Porto Rico and concession sugar from 
Cuba, with the probability of free sugar coming here from the 
Philippine Islands, by all means the duty on refined sugar 
should be greatly reduced, because the refiner gets his sugar 
much cheaper than he did before. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The reason why I asked the Sen
ator from Georgia the question was because of the general 
sugar situation in the world--

Mr. CLAY. l\Ir. President, I can not yield for a speech. I 
am glad to yield for a ·question. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I have no intention of making one. 
Mr. CLAY. I will yield for a question. 

. Mr. SMITH of Michigan. If the Senator does not care to be 
interrogated, I will cease. 

Mr. CLAY. No; go on. 
l\Ir. SMITH of Michigan. If there is to be a thousand 

million tons of sugar produced in the Philippine Islands-
Mr. CLAY. I did not mean a thousand million tons--
1\fr. SMITH of Michigan. That is what the Senator said. 
l\Ir. CLAY. It was a slip of the tongue. 
Mr. LODGE. The Senator meant to say 300,000 tons. 
Mr. CLAY. Yes. 
l\fr. SMITH of Michigan. I beg the Senator's pardon. I un

derstood that he did say it. 
l\Ir. CLAY. If I did, I did not mean it. In speaking rapidly 

one can easily fail to make a distinction between a hundred 
thousand million and a hundred thousand. 

l\Ir. Sl\IITH of Michigan. The Senator from Georgia did not 
make that statement, because-

1\Ir. CLAY. I would not stand for a statement of that kind. 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Let me say to the Senator that a 

well-recognized sugar statist tells us that the capacity of Cuba 
alone for sugar production is 5,000,000 tons, nearly twice the 
ability of this country to consume; and with that area, which 
is many times multiplied in the Far East-I do not think the 
Philippine Islands could produce as much sugar as the Senator 
stated, or half that amount, or as much as Cuba could produce
! would take it as a most serious handicap to the people of the 
Philippine Islands to encourage them to produce a product 
which they could not sell for a profit in any country c'f the 
world. 
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l\Ir. CLAY. I did not rise for the purpose o-t discussing tfiat refilling business: of the. United States. The property acquired ID 1891 
feature of this case. I intended to present in a logical way, consisted of over 20 refineries located in New York, Boston, New Or-

leans, St. Louis, San Francisco and Portland, Oreg. 
and I belie-ve I could have done so it I had not been interrupted Since its form11tion in 189i the company has acquired control of 
so often, the reason why, in my judgment, the tariff on refined other· corporations from time to time :rad formed many new ones, and 
sugar ought to be reduced. it now has large interests in the sugar-beet business, and also in 

Cuban sugar plants. 
Senator B..u:LEY said the American Sugar Refining Com-pany Among- the sugar-beet plants which It controls or dominates are the 

would be the recipient at that reduction, and his words have following: 
absolutely come true to-day. we have taken $41,112,000 out of American Beet Sugar Compa:ny, Colorado and California; AlamedJt 

Sugar Company, Alameda, Cal ; Valley Suj:!;ar Company Saginaw, 
the Treasury since that treaty was ratified and we have neither Mich.; Saginaw Sugar Company, Saginaw, llieh.; Alma Sugar Com-
given it to the .American people nor to the people of Cub-a.. pany, Alma, Mich.; Bay City-Michigan Sugar Company, Bay City, 

· Mich. ; Tawas Sugar Company, East Tawas, Mich. ; Peninsular Sugar 
The benefits of that reduction have gone into the pockets of Refinin~ comp1'l.ny, Caro Mich.; Sebewaing Sugar Refining Company, 

the American Sugar Refining Company. · The Senator from Sebewamg, Mich.; Saiillac Sugar Refining Company, So.nllac, Mich.; 
Texas [Mr. BAILEY] predicted that this reduction would go to Menominee River Sugar Company, Menominee, Mich. 
th The National Sugar Refining Company (}f New Jersey, which was 

e sugar trust. formed in 1900 to consolidate the Mollenhauer Sugar Refining Company, 
l\Ir. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President-- · of Brooklyn; the National Sugar Refining Company, of YonkerEr; and 
Mr. CLAY. I hope the Sena.tor will let me get thrfrugh. the New York Sugar Refining Company, of Lon1:1 Island City, began as 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Georgi" declines rivals of the sugar trust, but are now operated m entire harmony with 

ia that company. This is also the case with several so-ealled " indepen-
to yield. · dent" properties which were ostensibly formed to fight the trust. 

Mr. OLAY. I will yield directly. Capital stock authorized and issued, $45,000,000 7 per cent cumu-
f lative preferred and $45,000,000 common stock; par, $100. The 

Mr. SMITH o Michigan. I wish to make the observation preferred stock has no preference as to assets. Dividends on the 
that the Senator from Texas is not the only man who made that preferred have been regularly paid at the rate of 7 per cent per annum 
statement. · since the formation of the company. Common-stock dividends were 

"'~-. ·CLAY. Then I am glad to know that there are two paid at the rate af 12 per cent per annum from 1894 to January, 1900. 
».u. In 1900, 7! per cent; 19Ql to date, 7 per cent per ammm. 

Senators, one on one side and one on the other, who were right. The sugar trust, from its inception, adopted the policy ot making 
.Mr. SMITH of Michigan. It is not difficult to get the Sen- no public statements to its stockholders regarding earnings or financial 

ntor froCTTI' Te ..... as and myself to agree upon. any sonnd policy. conditions. The only statement which becomes public regarding thi.s 
·.1..1..1.. ...,. corporation is that which it is obliged to file with the State of Massa-

Mr. CLAY. Then I should think the Senator from Michigan chusetts annually. This statement is simply an annual balance sheet 
on all propositions would agree with the Senator from Texas. showing the as ets and liabilities of the corporation in a greatly con-

densed form, issued on December 31 of each year. 
Mr. SIDTH of Michigan. Almost all, except those extreme Officers: Henry o. Havemeyer, president; Arthur Donner, treas-

views of Democracy. urer; C. R. Heike, seereta.ry; directors: H. O. Havemeyer, W. B. 
Mr. CLAPP. The only thing that staggered those of us who ;'~g~:tli~~o~e;.arsons, Lowell M. Palmer, J. Mayer, C. H. Semi?, 

fought against that treaty was that a man of the discernment New York office, 71 1Va.ll Street. 
of the Senator from Georgia failed to see it as we did at the IL HISTORY. 

time. Tbe American Sugar Refining Company was incorporated at Tren-
!\!1'. CL.A.Y. I am one of those Senators when I make a ton on January 10, 1891, to take over the entire assets and business 

mistake am always ready to confess it and to correct it. I of the various companies represented by the certificate of the Sagar 
ht •t · f ~ kn 1 h Refineries Cpmpany, W.il.ich was itself reorganized in June, 1890. The 

never thoug 1 was any crune or a man LO ac ow edge t ·at sugar trust was originally formed in 1B87, but in 1889 th.e trust, after 
be was wrong. two years of practically no competition and very large proiits, began Mr. CLAPP. Certainly not. to feel the vigorous competition o! the plants built by Claus SpTeckels 

Mr. FOSTER. I wish to ask the Senator only one rmesUori. at Philadelphia, Pa.., an!). als(} Arbuckle Brothers, Claud Doscher, of 
"1-" New York, and others. This keen competition continued for several 

?.Ir. CL.A.Y. Certainly. I yield for that purpose. years and was not ended until the absorption of all competitors a few 
Mr. FOSTER. Was that the price of sugar in Cuba or was yea.rs later. • It th · f · ~T y k7 In January, 1892, the stock was increased to the full amount au-

e price o sugar m .l'lew. or . . filorized, the pToceeds to be used for buying up other refineries and 
Mr. CL.A.Y. It was the price of sugar m Cuba. for buildings. Accordingly, in March of that year a controllin~ tnterest 
Mr: FOSTER. I ask the Senator what was the price of that · ' was purchased in the E. c. Knight Company, of P~delphia., $800,000; 

· N York? the Franklin Sugar Company oi Pennsylva.ma, o,000,00.0; the 
same sugar lil ew . · Spreckels Sugar Refining Company of Pennsylvania, 5,000,000 ; and 

Mr. CLAY. Those figures I have not now before me. the Delaware Sugar House, $96,000. Legal proceedings to preve11t 
Mr FOSTER That is the standard to judge by. the completion o:f these sales were instituted, but were ultimately set 
.. ,.,.r· NEL. SO''!'. '11.~r -President-- asl~e: These purchases practically eliminated the Philadelphia com-
;u • .1.'t. .1.u. • . • petition. 
The VICE~PRESIDENT. Does the Senator· from Georgia , Dividends were begun on the common stock in July, 1891 when 

yield to the Senator from Minnesota r 4 per cent was Jhaid. In 1892 the company p:nid lOi pe'l' cent·~ 1893, 

Mr. CL.A.Y. Certainly. · . . ;~fe ppe:1Je~~~ ~2 ~ePce':{ ~:~ta'.n~~.fro~ ~~~i ~ieJ~~~;~as19r~~·u~~~ 
l\Ir. NELSON. Does not the Senator from Georgia thrnk that to n per cent, and since that year 7 p~r cent only has been paid. 

the discount of 20 per cent on Cuban sugar is enough of a During the period from 1 ~4 to 1900 t;he competition with the trust 

d .ff t•al to the sugar trnst without giving them anything was not se-ve.re, and its earmngs were said to be very la.rge. Its most i eren i important competitors were Arbuckle Brothei-s a.nd one or two less 
extra? important concerns. At thls time the beet-sugar industry had not 

:Mr. CLAY. I should think so. de-velop-ed to any extent. 
Mr BORAH Mr President-- On June 2,. 1900, the Natl-011~1 Suga:r Refining Company of New 

• · • ID. · • S fr Jersey was formed as a consollda.bon of the Mollenhauer Sugar Refining 
The VICE-PRES ENT. Will the enator om Georgia company, of Brooklyn; National Sugar Refinin~ Company, of Y<>nkcrs; 

yieid to the Senator from Idaho! and New York Sugar Refining Company, of .Long Island City. The 
Mr CLAY Certainly. capacity of this company was stated to be about S,500,000 pounds of 
~ • · . . . , · . refined sugar per day. This company was formed as a rival to the 
Mr. BORAH. I Sl.Illply want to as~ tbe Se~ator, by way_ of large trust, and its capital consisted of $20,000,000, one-half common 

information, if he has any accurate information as to the ex- and on~-half preferred . . It has, however, operated in complete .har-
tent to which the su~ar trust.controls the beet-su1ptr industry? mo1x;r ?.f~~~h,1:1f~9~rf~~ ~TJ"~0~~et Sugar Company was foTined under 

:Mr. CLAY. :My information leads me to believe at least 51 New Jersey laws to consolidate beet-sugar plants at Oxnard and Chmo: 
per cent of the stock ·Of the beet factories. C8;l .• and Norfolk· an~ Grand Island, Nebr. These four factori~s were 

Let us go further into the history of the sugar trust. Let said. to have a capacity of 3,450,000 tons daily. Shortly after its foc-
. . . mation the company erected a fifth factory at Rocltv Ford, Colo., with 

us see what refineries it controls; what power it posses es to a capacity of 1,000 tons daily. Tbe capital of the American Beet 
control the production and price of raw and refined sugar; Sugar Company consists of $5,000,000 6 per cent pr-e!erred and 

hat P
rofits it has made out of the .American people. Then let $15,000,000 commo-n stock. DlvWends have been regularly paid on the 

W . . . . . . preferred from the beginning. 
u-s see whether or not this mfant mdustry deserves any special This company operated for several years as a rival to the American 
favors at the hands of Congress. Of late years it has been diffi.:.. Sugav Refining Company, or "sugar trust," but early in the ~ear 1903 

lt to ascertain its earnings. The trust has successfully con- harmonlm~s ~elations were. br?uabt about between the competing inter-
cu . . . ests, and it 1s now authoritatively stated that the sugar trust owns or 
cealed from the people its 01Jerations. Every day m the year controls a majority of the Beet Sugar Co-mpany's stock. 
since it was organized the sugar trust has violated the criminal Since 1901 sev_eral large sug;~r plants have been estnblif;i}led in Cnba, 
la.....,.s passed by Congre"S to protect the .Ameriean people against one of which is known as the Chapa1-ra Sug~r Company. The latter 

,. . "' . . . ' is conh·olled by the same interests that domrnate the National Sugar 
these "Unlawful and wicked combmations. The trust has filehed Refining Company of New Jersey, and is therefore in harmony with the 
the Treasury of the United States out of more than ten millions trust. While the trust itself doe not announce its investment hold-

of ·e enne that J"ustly be:loncred to the Treasury of the United ings iJ?. other c.ompa.nies to its stockh.o~ders in detail, yet these holdings 
r V "" • , ai·e v.•thout doubt much more extensive than those named above. In 

States, needed to pay the legitimate expenses of the Govern- Its balance sheet to the State of Massachusetts, on Deeember 31, 1902, 
ment. Mr. Moody, in his work, The Truth about Trusts, gives its investm~nts in oth~r companies were given a valuntion ot $45,-

b ·e" m· tory of the sugar trust. Mr Moody Stn1S. ~70,776, which wa~ an mcrease of more th.an $6,000,000 over the same 
a rl l. s . . ~,, • item Qile year previous. 

The trust was incorporated nnder New Jersey laws January 10, 1891, This last increase was chlefly Tepresented by the purcllase' of a num-
as successor to the Sugar Refineries Company, otherwise known. aS' 1he ber ot Michigan beet-sugar factories during 1902. The America.r.. Beet 
sugar trust, which was itself formed in 1887 to consolidate the sugar- Sugar purchase does not figure in the 1902 report. 
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It will be noted that while the sugar trust proper produced but 57 
per cent, yet in view of the fact that a number of the so-called " inde
pendent" refineries are really allied with the sugar trust (as are also 
the leading beet-sugar producers), the trust really dominates the market 
as completely as it would if it directly produced 90 per cent. · Full de-
tails are given in text. · 

Dnring the year 1903 further acquisitions were undoubtedly made in 
the line of controiling the beet-sugar industry. 

NOTE.-So many analyses and reviews of the famous sugar combina
tion have appeared during the past ten years and the subject has been 
worn so threadbare that the writer will not give space here to any par
ticular review of the subject. A feature which, however, stands out 
very conspicuously is the trust's practical domination of the entire 
American market. Although supplying technically only about 53 per 
cent of the consumption, yet the ramifications and influences of the 
combination among its ostensible rivals are so complete that its control 
over the situation, as far as America is concerned, is all inclusive. It 
is a splendid example of one sort of monopoly-the kind of monopoly 
which has been succinctly described as a combination of " special privi
lege, efficient labor, and brain power." 

In response to a resolutio:p. adopted by the Senate the Secre
tary of the Treasury gives valuable information in regard to 
this trust. I insert from that report on pages 5 and 6, Ex
hibit G, giving the cases now pending against the sugar trust 
for >iolation of the criminal laws: 

EXHIBIT G. 

UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE, 
Port of New York, April 8, 1909. 

Sm: I am in receipt of letter of Assistant Secretary Reynolds (64~53 
C. A. H.) dated the 6th instant, inclosing copy of SeJ?a.te resolution 
dated the 1st instant, relative to sugar matters, and inv1tmg attention 
to paragraph 5, which reads as follows : 

"He is also directed to inform the Senate what suits are pending 
· in the United States courts by the Government against the sugar trust 
or any branch thereof and the nature of such suits." 

In accordance with department's request I have conferred with the 
United States attorneys for the southern and eastern districts of New 
York, respectively, and inclos~ herewith letters from. them d~t~d the 
7th and 8th instants, respectively, such letters covenng all c1v1l pro
ceedings now pending in their jurisdiction as well as criminal cases 
arising out of the so-called "sugar frauds." 

I have to state that since March 27, 1909, the American Sugar 
Refining Company has paid into this office the sum of $1,239,088.38, 
bein"' the duties found due upon reliquidation of various entries of 
said"' company on the ground of fraud. In addition there was paid 
into this office the sum of $17,458.20 on October 9, 1908, pursuant to 
a reliquidation. there having been a discrepancy betwee_n the weight re
turned by the United States weigher and the a~tual weight as _appear~d 
from bis dock book as applied to an importation ex steamship Ellene, 
December 1 1890 warehouse bond No. 8212, entry No. 194738, the 
counsel for' the American Sugar Refining Company having stipulated 
for a reliquidation after the error had been discovered by this office 
more than a year subsequent to date of importation. 

Respectfully, 
WM. LOEB, Jr., Oollecto1·. 

The SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, -
Washington, D. 0. 

DEPARTJ\IE~T OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF UNITED STATES ATTORNEY, 

EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK, 
Brooklyn, N . Y., Apr'il 8, 1909. 

Srn: I beg to acknowledge receipt of yom· letter of the 8th instant, 
No 85876 requesting me to furnish you with a report of all cases 
whlch are 'now pending in my jurisdiction, and the status thereof, rela
tive to the importat!on of s~g~r, etc. In rep.Iy I_ sub~it !O :ron here
with the following llst of cnmrnal cases pendmg rn this district grow
ing out of the alle~ed frauds in w~ighing ~ugar at the docks of the 
American Sugar Refinery Company m Brool{Iyn : 

Cal
endar 

No. 
United States versus- No. Violation. 

727 Thomas Kehoe_ ............ -- . - -. -- . 1 Sec. 9, chap. 407, laws 1890. 
729 Oliver Spit7.er .... --.... -... ---... -- . 2 Sec. 26, chap. 407, la.,..-s 1890. 

l
r=~~v·:a!~:~rr-::::::::::::::: ::::: j 

745· .John R. Coyle···:···---· - · ··-- -· ·--- · - -- - 5«.0, Revised Statutes. 

~E1~if!~~~e;::::::::::::::::::::: ::J . 
751 Oliver Spitzer _ .. ___ . -... -..... -... -- 4 5451, Revised Statutes. 
760 John R. Coyle_ .. _. · ..... _ ... ___ •.. --.... -. Sec. 9, chap. 407, laws 1890. 
761 James F. Halligan, jr -·· -····· ···--- -···- Sec. 7, chap. 407, laws 1890. 
762 Patrick J . Hennessey ... _____ ._ ...... ---- . Sec. 9, chap. 407, laws 1890. • 

763 ,~~~~i~}~~~~ey:::::::::::::::: :::::I no. 
.James F. Halligan, jr .. ---------·--. ·----
John R. Coyle .... ·--·-···-·-·-·--·--·---· 

775 Jean :M. Voelker · · · · - ----- · · · · · · - · · · · - -- · 5540, Revised Statutes. 
Thomas Kehoe. - . - -.... -- . -... ---..... -. -
Oliver Spitzer_ ..... ·---·---······-·- -···-
Ernest W. Gerbracht·-··-------····· ···-- · 
Andrew Portavecchia ................... . 

In all the above cases pleas of not guilty have been entered. The 
cases have been on the calendar a number of times and have been 
from time to time adjourned. They will be called again on Thursday, 
April 15, 1909. 

The COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS, 

WM. J. YOUNGS, 
United States A.ttorney. 

New Yorio City. 

\ DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
~· OFFICE UNITED STATES ATTORNEY, 
I SOUTHERN DISTRICT NEW YORK, 

Ne10 York, .April 7, 1S'J9. 
'(United States v. American Sugar Refining Co. of N. Y.) 

Sm: In accordance with your request, I beg to state that there are 
pending in this office the following cases and claims against the sugar 

t~~t .l:da~~~o~~ fh~r~i~~~c~~urt. to recover a million and a quart'er 
dollars for duties out of which the Government alleges that it was 
defrauded by the company's using a fraudulent device upon the scales. 
This case covers ·entries which since its institution have been re
liquidated by the collector of customs at this port at an aggregate 
amount of $1,239,088, and it is expected that the dutie.s will_ be col· 
lected under this reliquidation instead of under the pendmg smt. The 
collector found the fact of the fraud as a basis for these reliquidations, 
and the company is making payments in protest. I am informed by 
the coll}pany's counsel that the company now concedes the fact of the 
fraud and the main principles on which the reliquidation by the col
lector was based. 

2. An action against the American Sugar Refining Company of New 
York in the dish·ict court for the southern district of New York for 
about $134,000 venalties for some of the above-mentioned frauds. 
This case was tried in February and resulted in a judgment for the 
Government for the full amount. The time of the defendant to sue 
out a writ of error has not yet expired, but it is understood that the 
company expected to pay the judgment. 

3. Additional fines may be levied against this corporation and possi
bly also against the New Jersey corporation for their fraudulent 
entries not covered by the above suit. · 

4. I have now under way negotiations with the sugar trust (the 
New Jersey corporation) looking to the restitution to the Government 
of about $1,000,000 further duties out of which the Government claims 
to · have been defrauded by the New Jersey corporation during a 
period which began at the time the Dingley tariff act went into effect 
and ·ended when the frauds were discovered. If the pending negotia
tions should fail, suits will be instituted to recover these duties. 

Very respectfully, 
HENRY L. STIMSON, 

Special Assistant to the Attorney-General. 
The COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS, 

New York, N. Y. 

Recently the public press has announced that the sugar trust 
has paid into the Treasury more than $2,000,000, of which 
large sum its officers and agents had robbed the Treasury 
of the United States. Suit is now pending in New Jersey 
against this trust to recover a million of dollars for revenues 
due the Government, and it is admitted by the officers of this 
company, including its counsel, that this unprincipled organiza
tion has robbed the American people of this vast sum and which 
they are now trying to compromise. Officials representing the 
Go>ernment who have made an investigation into these fraudu
lent .. transactions, believe that the American Sugar Refining 
Company has robbed the Treasury of more than $9,000,000 
justly due the Treasury. It deserves no mercy at the hands 
of Congress and most assuredly no favors at the hands of 
Congress. The criminal and civil laws· ought to be rigorously 
enforced against it, and the best way to destroy it is to give it 
healthy foreign competition. 

I do not believe the beet farmers have received any substan
tial benefits in the sale of their beets to the factories by reason 
of existing law. From the best information I have been able to 
secure the beet-sugar factories, many of them under the control 
of the sugar trust, have been largely benefited by reason of 
existing rates on sugar. I hold in my hands Senate Document 
No. 22, from the Secretary of Agriculture, which ought to be 
reliable on this subject. He tells us that the average price of 
beets sold to the refiners has been between $4.75 and $5 per 
ton. Beets containing 12 per cent of sugar bring $4.50 per ton. 
Beets with 14 per cent of sugar bring $5 per ton. A ton of beets 
weighing 2,000 pounds would produce 280 pounds of sugar. 
This sugar would bring in the market, selling at the price of 4;1,. 
cents per pound, $12.60. The cost of the beets deducted from 
the sales of the sugar would leave $7.60. Now, when you get 
the cost of refining and deduct that sum from $7.60, you have 
the profits · made by the beet-sugar refineries on a ton of beets. 

· The average price of beets per ton, as will appear from the 
table furnished by the Agricultural Department. for the last 
eleven years is as follows: · 

Per ton. 
1897-------~-----~--------------------------------------- $4.10 1898 ______________________________________ ....._ _____________ 4. 38 

1899----------------------------------------------------- 4.60 
1900-------r-~------------------------------------------- 4.73 

~~8~=====~=============================================== !:~~ 1903----------------------------------------------------- 4.SG 1904 ____________________________________________________ _ 4.95 
1905 ______________________________________________________ 5.10 

1906---~------------------------------------------------- 5.10 1907 _____________________________________________________ 5.2-0 

1908----------------------------------------------------- 5.35 
In corroboration of what I have said as to the profits made 

by the beet-sugar refineries, I quote an article from the W.ash
ington Times of date April 4, as foUows: 

Nobody knows from what· they have told us just what the expense 
of making beet sugar in this country is. 
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In 1901 Consul Wyndham, of. .Great Britain, made a. report to the fineries? .I have sent -to the .Agricultural Department to find 
Bri.tish Government on the beet-sugar industry of the United States, . 
which was published ln the Blue Bo-0ks and is in the Library of Con- ont the average prices J)aid the farmer·S for sugar beets during 
gress. He had no object in view except that of getting the truth. He the Jast eleven :years, the cost per ton for beets each year, the 
estimated the cost o1 beet sugar produced in a. mill with a capacity of cost per -ton for -0onverting beets into refined sugar, the net 
1,000 tons per day in Colorado, Nebraska, or Illinois at 2! cents a ' 
pound. .At that 'time the mills were paying about $4 a ton for beets profits per ton to the sugar refineries after the beets are con-
ano were getting about 4.1 -cents a. pound from the jobbers :for their verted into Te.fined sugar, and this calculation demonstrates that 
product. The labor cost of their yearly .output of 24;000,000 p. ounds onJy a .small profit goos to the beet farmer~ while the sugar re
of sugar was estimated ut $54,000, or only a quarter of a cent per :fineries make large and unreasonable -nrofits. The Agri'culturaJ 
-pound. .At the prices Tu1ing under the ta.r11f :the American consumers .t' .I:). 

were making tbese infant industries a profit of $534,000 per year on Department surely can be trusted to make this calculation, 
an investment of $537,000, 'Or almost 100 per cent. 'Their product which is attached .hereto, and which I w.ould ask be made a part 
realized 1:hem a profit of 2.2 cents a pound. ,...- R 

If the foreign prQducer gets his labor :tor ·nothing, the dlffei·ence In uL the E.OORD. I take it for granted -that -these figures are ab-
labor .eost is in his favor, and the tarur necessity of the .American : soJnte1y correct. Surely no Eenator will question their accuracy. 
sugar manufacturers can not be ·more than -a thir~ of a cent per pound. l\Ir.. SMOOT. Mr. President--

'The article -still further says: 
1 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia 
l\fr. Wyndham's figures are as good to·day as when he wa® tliem. yield to the Senat01· from Utah 1 
Mr. J. R. Kelsey, of Addison, Mich., who recently appeared Mr. CLAY. I will yleld. 

'before the Ways and .Means Committee of the House, s.aid: l\1r. .81\IOOT. "The Senator _must know that the farmer gets 
I was one of the first i:o Talse beets Jn this nelghborhooo, and ~n.ch over 2 cents a pound on the sugar contained in the beet. Th.at 

?rear J have been trying t.o make up for what I lost the year ·before. is the p.rice the sugar factm1.es in all the Western States .Pay 
'.Chis -year I -raised f:n .round numbers mi acres. on which I made :a for the beet. Is not that true? 
profit of nothing minus $2. The crop brought me $504 and it cost me Mr. CLAY. I presume the Senator from Utah got his m' _ 
$506, and still I am only .about .30 miles from the Blissfield (Mich.) 

·factory, where 1:hey are marketed. • formation from the same place. 
I have read from an article in a farm pa-per .a letter written Mr. SMOOT. No, Mr. President; I got this illformation from 

by Mr. J~ R. Downey. The w1ite1· says: abso1ute experience, and I know whereof I speak. I know what 
I am .glad to see yon turning your .guns on 1:he beet-sugar ·graft. 1 : they pay for beets in ·the Weste1-n States, and I know how much 

lndorse :all Mr. Fessenden sa_ys in regard to their agents; ·and will add saccharine they carry. l know, and so .does the Senator 'know., 
that, in ·my opinion, with very little -trouble they could organize an that so far as the price of beets to the .farmer is concerned the 
Ananias Club .of -their own. I raised six crops for them, ana I send price Tiald 1·s over 2 cents on the suga:r· content. 
you one of my contracts and statements from the coDrJ)any. You can .t' 

figure out .how much of the farmers' share I got 'for six years' work. l\1r. CLAY. If my friend -will just kee:p quiet, l will show' 
I learned that each ,year they found a .new way of getting a little him how .much the beet buyers have J)aid for beets in the Ja t 
more of it, bnt -they had n~t got to docJting a man for what he could 
not raise. eleven years. 

.l\fr. SMOOT. I know--
1\fr. Downey submits his 'Statement, showing his crop netted Mr. CLAY. I 'have that .information from the Agricultural 

llim a profit of $53.22. 
The sugar-beet factories have made money. They are making Department. I sent to the Agricu1tural Depnrtment and llad 

- that department girn _me the price of beets per ton each year 
money. 1\1any of them are .under the control of the sugar trust. since 1897. 1 had the department also give me the number of 
They do not deal with the beet farmers justly in buying their pounds of sugar which a ton of beets mn.ke, .how much :it co t 
,beets. The sugar-beet factories have joined with the sugar trust to convert the beets into sugar, also how .much the sugar· sold 
in fixing the price of beets, and in fixing the ])rice of sugar PTO- for, and what profit the refiner made. Say what you please 
duced from beets as well as sugar produced from cane. about .the Agricultural Department, 1 have always 'found tha:t 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, the man who OCCUJ)ies the head of that depai·tment is an honor-
BUREAU OF CHEMISTRY, 

Washington, D. c." May B, 1909. able and a reliable .man. 
Hon . .ALEXANDmt S. CLAY, Mr. SMOOT. I fully indorse that remark, and I am perfectly 

Senate of the United Btates. A 
DEil Sm: "In harmony with your telephonic message I had my ex- willing to stand by what the gricultural Department says as 

pert, Mr. Bryan, give me an estimate from his own experience of many to the amount of sugar in a ton of beets ..and .as to the cost per 
years ln a beet-sugar factory of the cost of making a ton of beets into ton. 
sugar. He also cites you to sume material of the same kind in the CLAY I l d I bl t fi d 
tarl:ff ·hearing which you, doubtless, 'have already seen. Mr. · am g a am a e o n something that the 

I hope this :information is w.hat you desire. Senator from Utah will stand by. 
Respectfully, Mr. President, I deny that either the beet grower or the cane 

H. W. WILEY, Ohief. grower has made-
a..1H~~t11~~Y:~morandum to Dr. Wiley, oated May 8, 1909, from Mr. SMITH -Of Michigan. Mr. President--

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTUilE., 
BuREAU OF CHEMISTRY, 

Washington, D. 0., May B, 1909. 
Memorandum to Doctor Wiley~ 
.A.s regards the cost of manufacture of one ton of beets into sugar, 

1 would say that-
One hundred pounds of sugar costs $3 to $3.50, average $3.25, to 

manufacture. The beets from which this was manufactured cost $5 n 
ton, plus about .50 cents freight, and contained 16 pe1· cent sugar. The 
amount of sugar in one ton was then 320 pounds and the amount of 
1:he sugar recovered as white .sugar was 88 per cent of 320 pounds, or 
282 pounds. Then the cost of the beets was $5.50+2.82 pounds. or 
• 1.95, which would make the cost of manufacture .$1.30 .a hundred 
pounds, or in this case 1.30 X 2.82= S.66 a ton. 

In the "Tarltf hearing before the Committee on Ways and Means ot 
the House o1 Representatives, Sixtieth Congress, first print No. 5, 
..Monday. November 16, 1908," page 328, Mr. Carmen N. Smith, i·epre
senting the Owa so Sugar Company, of Michigan, stated that " the cost 
of la!>or in the factory is 47 cents n. hundroo, supplies 63 cents a hun
dred, which would make -$1.10 a hundred pounds as the cost of manu
.facture. exclusive of cost of beets. Taking 15 per cent ns the sugar 
content ·of beets and 85 per cent of that extracted as white sugar, then 
a ton of beets gave ·255 pounds of white sugar and the cost of .manu
facture of a ton of beets was then $2.80. 

On page 336 fr. F. T. Shoals, of Cleveland; Ohio, secretary and 
treasurer of Continen.tal "Sugar Company, gave in his testimony the 
pounds of sugar produced and tons of :beets used, which, figured out, 
would equal 213 pounds of sugar to a ton of beets. In the cost of 
manufactm·e he gives the total wages of operating the plant and also 
the total amount paio for coal, coke, lime rock, etc. Summing up this 
and dividing 'by the pounos of sugar . produced, we nave $1.41 as the 
cost of manufacture of 100 pounds of sugar. This multiplied by 213 
pounds gives 3 as ·cost of manufacture for one ton of 'beets. 1f in ur
n.nee and freight is addeo, the cost goes up to $2:13 X $1."78=$3. 79 for 
one ton of 'beets. 

.A. 'HUGH . BnYAN. 

But, Mr. President, I desire to be accurate in my figures. Now, 
who l'eaps the benefit of this .b.igh prohibitiv-e duty on refined 
sugar? What part of it ,goes to the growers of beets .in the 
United .States, and what part of it goes to the .sugar-beet re-

The VICE-PRESIDENT . . Does the Senator from Georgi.a 
yield to the Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. CLAY. Certainly. I was on another subject. I will 
leave that. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I was in hopes the Senator_ would 
let that stand. 

Mr. CLAY. I will let it stand later on 
I have a letter from the Agricultural Department, and I want 

the Senator from Utah to see that I am correct. I will yield to 
him if I am incorrect. In 1897 the price of beets l)er ton was 
$4.10; in 1.898, ·$4.38 per ton ; in 1899, $4.GO per ton. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia 

yield to the Senator from Utah? 
Mr. CLAY. I will yield. 
Mr. SMOOT. I wish to say right now, that the beet-sugar 

farmers in the State of Uta.h, in the State of Idaho, and in the 
State of Colorado receive more ·than $4.10 a ton for their beet , 
and always .have done so. I .aay that to-day they are receiving 
$4.75 a ton, not at the factory, but loaded on the cru:s near .the 
place where the beets are raised. · 

Mr. CLAY. I have given the .report of the Agricultural De
partment .in treply to a resolution introduced by my friend the 
Senator from Montana [l\Ir. CARTER] . The· Senator has just 
stated that he will stand .by what the Agricultural Department 
said. 

l\'Ir. 'SMOOT. ·On the question as to the amount -0f sugar, 
I aid the sugar co ts 2 cents a pound based on the price paid 
for beets grown in my State, and I say so -yet. 

1\Ir. CLAY. The Senator then says he-will stand by a part of 
the report of -the ·secretary of Agriculture and a part· of it he 
will not 
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l\fr, SMOOT. The Senator asked me to interrupt him if the 

figures were not right, and I say now that the farmers in the 
States of Utah and Idaho get $4.75 a ton for the beets. 

l\Ir. CLAY. How much did you pa.yin 1900? 
Mr. SMOOT. I do not think there has been any change for 

:µiany years. 
l\Ir. CLAY. The Agricultural Department furnished me this 

in reply to a letter I addressed to the Agricultural D~partment, 
which I will put into the RECORD. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia 

yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 
Mr. GLAY. Certainly. 
:Ur. NELSON. I presume the figures the Senator from 

Georgia gives are the average for the whole country. 
Mr. CLAY. That is right. 
:Ur. NELsON. Not for any particular State. 

- Mr. CLAY. I said what the Agricultural Department gives as 
the avei·age price of beets per ton, as will appear from the table 
furnished by the Agricultural Department, for the last eleven 
years. 

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator now give the amount of 
sugar which is produced from a ton of beets? 

Mr. CLAY. I am going to do that. I asked the Department 
of Agriculture to give to me accurately, to make it absolutely 
correct, the number of pounds of white sugar that a ton of 
~eets made, and they sent back the figures. They said that a 
ton of beets would average 282 vounds of white sugar; that a 
ton of beets eost the refiner, on an average, $5; that convert
ing those beets into sugar cost $3.GO, making a total of $8.60; 
and the refined sugar from a ton of beets sold in the market 
for $4.32 more than it cost the refiners. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia 

yield to the Senator from Michigan? 
Mr. OLAY. I do. 
l\fr. SMITH of l\fichigan. The Senator from Georgia, I know, 

means to be perfectly accurate and correct. 
l\Ir. OLAY. I do. 

: Mr. S?!flTH of Michigan. But quoting from Senate Docu
ment No. 22, being a letter from the Secretary of Agriculture, 
I find that for the year 1905, which seems to be the year on 
which he predicated his statement from a number of reports 
secured from all sections of the country, it appears that about 
$5 per ton, on an average, was paid to the farmer for the beets, 
the price, however, often depending upon the saccharine content, 
which in the Mississippi Valley_ runs the price up to $5.50 per 
ton. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. President, the American Sugar Refining Com
pany has violated the criminal laws of this country sirice it was · 
organized, and the American Sugar Refining Company absolutely 
dominates our sugar markets to-day in this country. ThE;l 
American Sugar Refining Company fixes the price of raw sugar 
in this country. The cane farmer and the beet farmer can 
not get his sugar refined anywhere else. There are not enough 
independent refiners to do it. -

l\Ir. SMITH of Michigan. The beet-sugar factories refine their 
own sugar. I understand the Senator to say, and it is true, 
that since the establishment of these beet-sugar factories the 
quantity of refined sugar which is produced in the world is 
much greater than before the beet industry was established, 
and the price has accordingly fallen. 

l\Ir. CLAY. At the time the Dingley bill was passed my recol
lection is that we produced less than 200,000 tons of beet sugar, 
while now we produce about four hundred and forty or four 
hundred and forty-seven thousand tons-I am not certain which. 
The production of beets has about doubled in the last ten years. 
I have no misstatements to make to this Senate. 

l\fr. CARTER. l\fr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia 

yield to the Senator from Montana? 
Mr. CLAY. Certainly. 
Mr. CARTER. The statement of the Senator from Georgia 

with reference to the average yield to the farmer in the way 
of profit on sugar beets challenges my attention, because it is 
somewhat in conflict with information received direct from 
those engaged in producing sugar beets. 

If the Senator will -permit me to explain, I think the low 
average proceeds from the attempt to raise sugar beets in sec
tions of the country little adapted to the culture of sugar beets. 
Originally the attempt wus made in certain portions of the 
Mississippi Valley with little success. At Billings, in the State 
of Montana, a beet-sugar factory, which is producing about 
1,200 tons per day, has wrought wonders in the agricultural 

community tributary to that factory. My information from 
the farmers eµgaged directly in the production of beets is that 
they 1aise from 15 to 20 tons per acre, and that the cost of 
cultivation is about $20 per acre. Indeed, they are able to 
contract for the culture of the beets at $20 per acre. They 
receive $5 a ton and upward for the beets at the station where 
loaded on the cars, or at the factory if hauled there in wagons. 
A brief calculation will show~ I think, that the average receipt 
per acre is over $75 and even reaches as high as $100 per acre. 
Assuming $80 to be the a vera-ge receipt by the farmer for the 
beets raised on each acre, and $20 per acre as the a.mount of 
expense, it follows that there exists a profit of about $60 per 
acre per year. 

In the production of the sugar beets in the Yellowstone Valley "' 
of Montana it is said, and I have no doubt truly, that the 
climate and soil of that region happen to be better suited to the 
culture of these beets than any other ; but this would yield, I 
submit to the Senator from Georgia, in the regions especially 
adapted to the growth of the beet, $3 or $4 per ton instead of 
less than $2 per ton, as the Senator has suggested as the aver
age shown by the figures of the Agricultural Department. 

I submit to the Senator for his consideration the fact that 
the low average to which he refers is the result of ill-advised 
experiments in 8ections of the country not adapted to beet cul
ture at all. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. President, I wrote to the Agricultural De
partment and asked the department to give me the average 
price paid for beets all over the country. There are not very 
many States producing beets. I also asked the Agricultural 
Department to give me the average amount of sugar made from 
a ton of beets, the cost of refining, and the average price re
ceived for the sugar after it was refined. The statement which 
I shall insert in the RECORD is in reply to my letter. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President, will the Senator ob
ject to an interruption? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia 
yield to the Senator from Michigan? 
- l\Ir: CLAY. I do. 

l\fr. SMITH o-f Michigan. I notice by this report, which is 
exceedingly interesting, that within the last twelve years there 
has been paid out for beets at the factories to the American 
farmer $121,063,619. 

Mr. CLAY. I have all of that in my statement here, and also 
how much is J;laid by the refiners and how much was paid for 
the beets to the farmers. I liave that in fnll, and I expect to 
insert the document. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The Senator from Georgia, of 
course, recognizes the desirability of diversifying the products 
of the American farmer in that manner, does he not? 

Mr. CLAY. Yes. 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. And that anything which will help 

such .diversification will add to the volume of sugar produced in 
the world and tend, of course, to make the price a little lower to 
the consumer? 

Mr. CLAY. There have been very slight changes in the price 
of refined sugar in the past twelve years. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The Senator does not question the 
wisdom of our course with reference to the production of domes-
tic sugar? -

Mr. CLAY. I do not believe any substantial benefit has gone 
to the beet grower. The testimony taken before the Ways and 
Means Committee states that in the State of Colorado, in the 
State of Utah, and in the States of California and Idaho beets 
can be produced clieaper than anywhere else in the world. The 
Senator does not get my point. My point is simply this: I want 
to show, on account of the changed conditions in this country 
in regard to the admission of free sugar, that we ought to re
duce the tariff on refined sugar; and I think the Senator from 
Michigan agrees with me. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. If I do not annoy the Senator I 
should like--

Mr. CLAY. I have been speaking for an hour and a half. I 
hope the Senator will let me get through. 

Mr. BACON. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a question? 
Mr. CLAY. - Certainly. . 
Mr. BACON. I should like to know whether he has stated the 

amount of revenue the Government gets from the importation 
of refined sugar? 

Mr. OLAY. Last year only 219 tons of refined sugar came 
from foreign countries to our country. 
- The Agricultural · Department tells us that the farmer sells 
his beets for about $5 per ton to the sugar refineries. These 
beets contain 16 per cent sugar. The amount of sugar in one 
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ton of beets is 320 pounds and the amotmf of sugar recovered 
as white sugar would be 88 per cent of 320 pounds, or 282 
pounds. The cost of refining is $1.30 per hundred pounds. 
Let us see what profits the refineries make out of a ton of beets. 
The refiner pays the farmer $5 for a ton of beets ; the cost of 
converting the beets into refined sugar at $1.30 per hunclr:ed 
would be $3.66 ; adding this to the cost of the beets we have 
$8.66, the total cost of the 282 pounds of refined sugar realized 
by the refiner from the ton of beets. Now, how much does the 
refiner receive for the 282 pounds of refined sugar obtained 
from the ton of beets? The wholesale price of refined sugar 
in New York is $4.96 per hundred pounds. This would give to 
the refiner $12.98 for his refined sugar realized from his ton 
of beets, a profit of $4.32. Thus the refiner makes a profit on 
each ton of beets almost equal to the price the farmer receives 
for his beets. After the farmer pays for his labor in cultivating 
the beets, he realizes in profits less than $1 per ton and in many 
instances he loses money, while the sugar trust makes a clean 
profit of $4.32 on each ton of beets purchased and converted into 
sugar. We produce annually in this country about 440,000 
tons of beets. The sugar trust makes a profit of $4.32 per ton 
in manufacturing the e beets into sugar, while the farmer who 
cultivates the beets makes a profit of not exceeding $1 per ton
that is an average profit. 

Now, who · gets the benefit accruing by reason of this high 
duty on sugar. The American consumers do not get it, neither 
does the grower of beets. Then, who does get it? The ques
tion is easily answered. The sugar trust, beyond dispute. 

Will we continue to legislate in the interest of criminals and 
·against the interest of the · American people? If this sugar 
schedule shall be enacted into law in the interest of these con
fessed criminals, who have open1y combined and confederated 
to destroy all competition and who have wrenched wrongfully 
from the American people more than fifty millions per year in 
profits and who have robbed the Gov~rnment of at least ten 
millions of revenue· just1y due the Government, then what hope 
has the Americn.n people? · 

The operations of the sugar trust with the Government and 
the indictments now pending against the employees of the trost 
demonstrate beyond question that those in control of this com
bine are criminals and have been criminals since its organiza
tion. The defense that the officials have not been connected 
with this underweighing and smuggling against the G~vern
ment is · not worthy of the consideration of any intelligent man. 
These employees drawing small salaries, working for wages, 
were directed by those high in authority. The officers of the 
sugar trust were not even willing to make a reasonable divide 
with the employees who committed these crimes, giving them 
each $5 per week extra for stealing, while such thefts brought to 
them and their associates on an average of more than two hun
dred thousand per month. 

How long will the American people tolerate this conduct? 
How long will we continue to legislate for the benefit of this 
class of criminals and against the interests of the American 
people? 

If the sugar trust can find a defender on the floor of the 
Senate then we have reached a condition of affairs most de
plorabie. If we are to continue to legislate millions of profits 
into the pockets of this class of men at the expense of the 
American people, then let us adoJ?t the sugar schedule pro_vided 
by the Finance Committee of the Senate. 

If we are to continue to rob the American people of more 
trui.n. fifty millions per year that justly belongs to them for the 
benefit of the sugar trust, then let the American people know 
it and let us see if they will approve it. I insert some figures 
and facts · sent me by the Agricultural Department in regard 
to the cost of refining beet sugar. I also insert a letter written 
from McKeesport, Pa., April 27, 1909, to a Member of Congress, 
that correctly describes the situation relative to the trust, leav
ing out the name of the .Member of Congress to whom it was 
addressed. This letter was addressed to a Representative from 
Kansas. 

M<!KEESPORT, PA., Aprii e:t, 1909. 
Sm: I have been delayed in answering your favor of recent date 

owing to press of business, due to moving my grocery business to a 

neYo~c:~ionme for my authority in stating in my letter to the Hon. 
JOHN DALZELL that the profit of the beet-sugar industry would be found 
eventually stowed away in the pockets of the sugar trust. You also 
desire to 

0

know if I have made any personal investigations of the subject: 
To the latter question I can state that beyond keeping as well posted 

as possible on a matter which is naturally of so much interest to me, 
I have made no extended personal investigation. 

'l'he fact that the sugar trust controls the domestic beet-sugar 
Industry is one that is never disputed in sugar circles, and proof that 
such a condition does exist is readily obtainable. The statement which 
the sugar trust makes shows that they have $22,000,000 invested 
1n domestic beet-sugar factories. How much more is 1n the hands of 

their directors is not stated, but it is a well-known fact that tbis 
stock is placed so as to control the whole. The beet-sugar factories 
of the country are for the most part divided up into groups and con
trolled by parent companies. 

For instance, the Great Western Sugar Company is one of these. 
operating quite a number of the larger factories, and produces in all 
about one-third of our total domestic beet-sugar production. 

Mr. H. C. Havemeyer, until his death. was president of this com
pany. The president is now Mr. H. E. Morey, whose office is at No. 
117 Wall street, New York, the American Sugar Refining Company's 
building. 

The American Beet Sugar Company is another one of these parent 
companies, and Mr. J. Moody, in his book, The Truth About the Trusts, 
on page 64, says the following in reference to their relation with the 
American Sugar Refining Company : 

"The capital of the American Beet Sugar Company consists 0:£ 
$5,000,000 6 per cent preferred and 15,000,000 common stock.. Div
idends have been paj.d regularly on the preferred from the begmning. 

"This company operated for several years as a rival to the American 
Sugar Refining Company, or sugar trust, but ear_ly in the year 1003 
harmonious relations were brought about between the competing inter
ests, and it is now authoritatively stated that the sugar trust owns or 
controls a majority of the Beet Sugar Company's stock." 

Mr. C. D. Warren, president of the Michigan Beet Sugar Company, 
you will note, is the gentleman who, acting with authority for all the 
domestic beet-sugar men, made an agreement with Mr. Taft that, p~·o
vided he would not insist on lowering the sugar schedule 1n the m
terest of the consumer, they would not fight against the admission of 
Philippine sugars, up to 300,000 tons, free of duty. 

The country thought we were to have a substantial revision 
of the tariff. Senator DOLLIVER demonstrated there has been 
no substantial revision so far as the woolen schedule is con
cerned. It is in r~ality an increase over the Dingley law. 
· Senator CUMMINS has demonstrated that there has been no 

substantial reduction in steel and iron that can possibly be of 
any benefit to the consumers' market. There has been a con
tinued and persistent effort on the part of Mr. ALDRICH, the 
chairman of the Finance Committee, to reenact the Dingley 
law. There are Republicans on the other side of the Chamber 
who recognize the obligations they owe to the American people, 
and they have resisted manfully the tariff bill as framed by the 
Finance Committee of the Senate, and they deserve credit for 
their good work. We ought to give to the American people a 
reduction of at least one-third over the existing law on sugn:r. 
We ought to give to the American people free hides, free lumber, 
free materials for the preparation of fertilizers, free salt; free 
twine, free bagging and ties, and if there is any deficiency in the 
revenue, let us make it up by the pa sage of a proper income tax. 

The most severe arraignment that I have read against the 
Republican party was made by Senator ALDRICH, who is consid'.
ered the head of the Republican party in the Senate, though 
many of its valuable members no longer bow to his will and 
dictation. 

In his opening tariff speech, delivered on the floor of the 
Senate on April 19 Inst, is a severe arraignment of the Republi
can party, and from his own confession he has been derelict in 
the discharge of his duty to the American people. 

What did he say? I quote his exact language: 
From an investigation mo1·e or less superficial I am myself fully 

satisfied that the a ppropriations made last year could have been 
reduced at least $50,000,000 without impairing the efficiency of the 
public service. There are periods in the life of a nation when the 
spirit of extravagance pervades the atmosphere and the public money 
is scattered right and left, often without reference to the results to be 
secured. I hope and expect to see a radical reform in this direction. 
We have within the past few years created many unnece~sary bureaus 
and multiplied employees beyond the possibility of efficient work. 

And the Senator could have said that every one of these ex
travagant items had his approval and support. 

Sena tor ALDRICH further said : 
No one committee or official has been charged with the duty of 

attempting to coordinate expenditures with revenue, and extravagant 
and unwise appropriations have been made without reference to the 
economical administration of the Government. 

In this work of necessary reduction in expenditure and in reform in 
methods of appropriation to which the Senate is pledged, I am author
ized to say that we shall have the earnest support and active coopera· 
tion of the President and the administration. 

.Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President--
Mr. CLAY. One moment. When I heard tho e words from 

the Senator from Rhode Island-and we all know his untiring 
industry and his great abilify-I said to myself, in the future 
no item will pass the Senate that ought not to go in an ap
propriation bill. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I merely wanted to say that the state
ment the Senator quotes from the speech of the Senator from 
RhOde Island was pretty hard on the Appropriations Committee 
as then constituted. 

Mr. CLAY. Yes, Mr. President. I am a member of that 
committee, and the RECORD will bear me out that time and 
again on this floor I have tried to reduce appropriations, but we 
were never able to get the Senator from Rhode Island to help us. 

.Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator is very much mistaken in that. 
In the first place, I am not a member of that committee; but 
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my voice and my vote have al ways been for economy in the 
Senate; and I am not quite so sure about my friend from 
Georgia. 

:Mr. CLAY. I will give the Senator a week to examine the 
RECORD to find any extravagant items that I have voted for. 

The Senator in this speech admits that we are spending 
$50,000,000 each year more than we ought to expend to admin
ister this Government. I challenge the Senator to point out 
during the last twelve years a single instance where he has 
made any effort to reduce our expenditures. The Senator is 
the leader of the Republican party. The country believes he 
molds and shapes its policy. Why, during this last session of 
Congress, when an effort was made to increase the salary of 
the President to $100,000 per year and to almost double the 
salaries of the federal judges, the Senator from ;Rhode Island 
exerted every influence possible to secure the increase. When 
an effort was made by the Senator from Maine [Mr. HALE] to 
cut down the expenses of the navy, the record will show that 
the Senator from Rhode Island was the first Senator to vote 
against reducing the expenditures in the Navy Department. 
When an effort was made to force the banks to pay 2 per cent 
interest on nearly $300,000,000 of money on deposit in those 
banks belonging to the American people, the Senator from Rhode 
Island was the first Senator to vote against such amendment. 
If the Senator openly admits on the floor of the Senate that 
each year we have spent $50,000,000 of money more than we 
ought to have spent, and he has never raised his voice against 
this extravagance and has never pointed out to the Senate or 
the country what items of extravagance could have been avoided, 
then he has been derelict in his duty to the people of his State 
and the country. When did the Senator become clamorous for 
economy and reform? Ah, Mr. President, when he saw that 
the income tax in all probability would become a law, he became 
alarmed and endeavored to show the country that we could pro
duce enough revenue and reduce the tariff downward to sup
port the country without an income tax. And he was exceed
ingly anxious when the income tax confronted him to cut down 
the expenses of the Government to a void the adoption of an 
income tax. 

Wh'en the Senator from Maine [Mr. BALE] moved to reduce 
the naval expenditures of the country nearly $6,000,000, whose 
name was first called? That of the Senator from Rhode Island, 
and he voted against the reduction. . 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I take it for granted that 
economy is a question of intelligence in expenditures, and I 
would be quite willing, if the occasion required and I had the 
time;to discuss these propositions with the Senator from Georgia. 

The Senator is mistaken in his last proposition as well as in 
his first. I voted with the Senator from Minnesota on that 
proposition. _ 

Mr. CLAY. Then, if he did, I will give the Senator credit for 
it and say that for once he was right. 

The Senator has surely forgotten that speech. This tariff bill 
provides for a customs court, to be composed of five judges, draw
ing a salary of $10,000 per year each ; a marshal, clerk, and 
attorney-general, $10,000 per year each; and four assistunts, at 
a salary of $6,000 per year, each; and will cost annually a quar
ter of a million dollars. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Georgia 

yield to the Senator from Rhode Island? 
Mr. CLAY. Certainly. 
Mr. ALDRICH. I have not only not forgotten that speech, 

but I am endeavoring to carry it into practical effect. The gen· 
eral estimate of the amount of money which is lost to the Gov
ernment of the United States by undervaluations and by erro· 
neous interpretatiom; of law is from fifty to sixty million dol· 
lars a year. Many cases have been tried before a court in New 
York that involved from one to ten million dollars a year, at 
which the Government was not properly represented. But I do 
not intend to go into that question now. I think every man 
who has examined the question, whether on the committee or 
off the committee, believes that the expenses of this court for 
ten years would be often saved in a single case. 

::Ur. CLAY. Yes; the economy the Senator stands for means 
increased expenditure every time. I say the statement made 
by the Senator from Rhode Island is a reflection upon the eourts 
of thca great State of New York. · 

1\Ir. ALDRICH. 1\Ir. President, the courts of the great State 
of -New York do not decide customs cases at all, I believe. 

l\Ir. CLAY. The federal courts do. 
The Senator has not been consistent. He has never been an 

economist. He has never stood for economical, plain, simple 
government. We do not think alike. I do .not, criticise his 

integrity or his intelligence. I appreciate his great ability. 
The Senator believes in a strong central government-the gov
ernment of the classes and not the government of the masses. 
He represents what is called in his party the " Stalwarts." If 
he had his way, . he would not change our tariff laws. He is 
satisfied with the Dingley law. 

Many members of bis party differ with him. Their views 
have been expressed on this floor time and again in the interest 
of the masses of the people. By their votes and speeches they 
have demonstrated that on many public questions they are in 
line with the Democracy. 

Mr. President, this tariff bill, if enacted into law in its present 
shape, . will give no substantial relief to the American people. 
The question may well be asked : Why was Congress called in 
extra session and the American people put to the extra expense 
of an extra session of Congress if we simply intend to reenact 
the Dingley law? 

If the President of the United States entertains now the 
views which he so often expressed during his canvass, he can 
not regard this measure as a substantial revision of the tariff 
downward . . 

I\fr. NEWLANDS obtained the floor. 
Mr. ALDRICH. I should like to have the pending amend

ment stated, so that we may take a reckoning as to where we 
are. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I have the floor. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Nevada has the 

floor. Will he permit the pending amendment to be stated? 
Mr. NEWLANDS. I do not wish to speak regarding the 

pending amendment. 
Mr. MoLAURIN. Let the pending amendment be stated. 
Mr. NEWLANDS. Very well. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, tbe Secretary 

will again state the pending amendment. 
The SECRETARY. On page 68, line 16, it is proposed to strike 

out the proviso at the end of paragraph 194, reading as follows: 
Pro'Vi.dell, however, That all Lever or Gougbrough lace machines, in

cluding machines fo1· Jnaklng lace cu.rtains, nets, or nettings, Imported 
p_rior to July 1, 1911, shall be admitted free of duty. 

Mr. NEWLAl~S. Mr. President, if I understood correctly 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Ct.A}'."] in his very clear and 
interesting speech, he claimed that the price of sugar in this 
country is about double what it is in other countries, and that 
American consumers pay over 4 cents a pound for their sugar, 
while in other countries they pay about 2 cent a pound. A 
difference of 2 cents a pound on sugar amounts to $40 a ton; 
and as the total consumption of sugar in the United States is 
over 3,000,000 tons annually, it means that the American people 
pay o-rer $120,000,000 more per annum for their sugar than they 
would if they received it at the international price. That 
$120,000,000 additional cost imposed upon the American con
sumer is caused by a tax imposed upon imported sugar; and the 
question arises as to how much of that $120,000,000 the Gov
ernment of the .United States receives as revenue. 

Upon referring to the statistic we find that the total amount 
of revenue received from sugar is only $59,000,000, so that over 
$60,000,000 annually of additional cost imposed upon the Ameri
can· people for their sugar goes to other interests. It goes in 
part to the producers of sugar in this country, in part to the 
producers of sugar in islands having certain relations to the 
United States and in part to the sugar trust. 

With reference to this diversion of revenueJ have to s.ay that 
we find that by reason of favors to insular countries the amount 
of revenue which the United States receive.s from this tax has 
been constantly diminishing. We annexed Hawaii. Under ordi· 
nary conditions Hawaii, as a foreign country, would be com
pelled to pay, on its 400,000 tons of sugar imported into the 
United States, $40 a ton, or about $16,000,000 annually. That 
duty is entirely remitted by reason of annexation. There is no 
complaint to be made of course, so far as I am concerned, re
garding annexation. I favored annexation. But this illustrates 
my point~that $16,000,000 which otherwise would have gone 
into the Federal Treasury goes now to the planter in the 
Hawaiian Islands, and goes to them as a price above the inter
national price which they . would otherwise receive if they did 
not have the advantage of this favored market. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President~-
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 

yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 
Mr. HEYBURN. It was suggested to my mind that if it 

were not for the fact that this Hawaiian sugar comes in free 
we would not import anything like that amount. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Possibly not. Possibly Hawaii would not 
be able to produoo that amount.. The very fact that Hawaii .re-
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ceives a price in these markets double what she can receive in 
any other country in the world has, of course, stimulated pro
duction in the Hawaiian Islands. 

Then we have Porto Rico. Under the conditions that existed 
prior to the annexation of Porto Rico the 200 000 tons of sugar 
which she now produces would have been c~mpelled to pay a 
duty of nearly $40 per ton, or $8,000,000 per annum. That has 
been i~emitted; .and Porto Rico producers now recet,.-e $8,000,000 
more ill the price of their sugar, in this favored market from 
the domestic consumers of the United States, than they' could 
by any possibility receive anywhere else in the world's markets. · 

We come now to Cuba. Cuba, at the close of the Spanish war 
was producing only about 300,000 tons of sugar annually. He; 
present product ls 1,400,000 tons, according to the statement of 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. CLAY]. Upon that 1400 000 
tons there is remitted one-fourth, or 25 per· cent of the duty 
which would otherwise be taken. Cuban produ~en, whether 
those producers be the .American sugar trust owning lands in 
that island or the natiye producers themselves thu!!! receive for 
their product $14,000,000 aJ1Ilually more thai'.i they would be 
able to get in any other market in the world; and that $14 000 : 
000 is lost to our National Treasury. · ' ' 

I opposed the reciprocity treaty with Cuba. I opposed it 
because I felt that ultimately Cuba must become a part of 
the United States; and I felt that if we would simply take 
advantage of the economic conditions and refuse to her a com
mercial treaty which would give her this large bounty eco
nomic necessity would compel her to apply to us for poiitical 
union inst~d of commercial union. I should have been glad 
to see Cuba admitted as a Territory of the United States with 
the ultimate prospect of statehood; for I regard that isla'nd as 
the most valuable of all the islands with which we have had to 
deal. She has a population to-day of only one and a half or 
two million people, and an ability to support 14,000 000 or 
15,000,000 people. As it is, we are bribing Cuba, by this' bounty 
of $14,000,000, to maintain her independent position, and en
abling her to receive in this country $14,000,000 annually more 
than she could receive anywhere else in the markets of the 
world. I have been against commercial union with Cuba. I 
have always been for political union with Cuba. 

We come next to the Philippine Islands. The fatal policy 
which we have pursued with reference to the islands of the 
world, resulting in a bounty to those islands, and alien abstrac
tion of revenue from the United States Treasury, is about to be 
pursued there. The committee recommends that 300,000 tons 
of Philippine sugar annually be ftdmitted into this country duty 
free. What does that mean? That the Philippine producers, 
whether those producers be the sugar trust, which will own the 
sugar lands in that country, or the native producers them
selves, will receive nearly $40 per ton more for their sugar than 
they can get anywhere else in the world. And $40 a ton upon 
300,000 tons means $12,000,000 annually paid to the Philippine 
producers and lost to our National Treasury. 

I am opposed to this arrangement. I believe that it will, in 
the end, prove injurious to the Philippine people themselves· 
that it will place their industry upon stilts, just as we hav~ 
placed the industries of this country upon stilts; and that a day 
of reckon~g will come. I believe that when independence 
finally comes the industries of th~se islands will be prostrated, 
by r eason of the fact that they will be compelled to accept the 
world's prices, and will no longer receive the favored prices of 
the United States. 

I am against this bounty to the Philippine Islands, because it 
will tie those islands effectually to us for all time. It will tie 
the people of those islands to us. The producers of sugar, re
ceiving those $12,000,000 annually, will object to the severance 
of r elations that gives . them this favored market in the United 
States. It 'vill also build .up in that country great .American 
interests, great property interests, receiving a bounty from the 
consumers of the- United States in the shape of an increased 
price for su O'ar. Therefore we will have interests at home that 
will be influential in legislation here and will prevent the final 
proper solution of the Philippine question, which means, accord
ing to the declarations of both parties, ultimate independence 
for the Philippine Islands when they shall have become fitted 
for self-government. 

The parties may differ as to the time; the parties may differ 
as to the policy of declaration. One party may be in favor of 
now fixing the time definitely at ten, fifteen, or twenty years 
hence ; and the other party, according to the declaration of Mr. 
Taft, may prefer to leave the time as a question to be deter
mined in the future by a test of the capacity of the people 
themselves for self-government. But both parties unite on this 
policy of ultimate independence for the Philippine Islands, and 
the sentiment of the country is in favor of it. The people of 

this country do not believe in maintaining valueless islands 
7,000 miles away, in contact with all the belligerent forces of 
the world, where at any time an electric spark may light-up a 
war that will cover this entire country, and .involve it in ex
penditures equal to, if not surpassing, the expenditures of the 
Boer war. The traditions of the country are against holding a 
people in subjection against their consent, and this sentiment 
will grow. 

What effect will the action which you propose to take have 
upon the policies of both parties, as thus far declared through 
their leaders? What effect will it have upon the sentiment of 
the Filipino people themselves? You propose to subsidize those 
people. You propose to subsidize the great sugar interests of 
this counh-y that will be interested in production there·. You 
propose to give them a bounty of $14,000,000 annua11y from the 
American consumers; and then you expect that it will be an 
easy task, when the American people shall come to the conclu
sion that the possession of those islands is undesirable to cut 
the tie that binds them. ' 

T~ere is b_ut one wa_y of de~ling with the Philippine Islands 
consistent with humamty and mtegrity. That i!!I to regard those 
islands as a separate unit, absolutely distinct in their form of 
g?v~rnm~nt, a?s~lutely ?-istinct in their fiscal system, absolutely 
distinct rn their rndustrrnl system, dependent upon us in no way 
except in the commission itself which forms the connecting link. 
If we do not complicate their industrial system with ours if we 
do not complicate their fiscal system with ours all we wlii have 
to do in the future will be to substitute Filipbio commi&Sioners 
for the American commissioners; and they will then go out as 
a nation, with a distinct industrial system of their own and a 
distinct fiscal system of their own, able to contend in the world 
for the world's prices. 

But if you feed them upon the bottle of protection and of 
subsidy, and accustom them to prices in these favored markets 
double those which they could get anywhere else in the world 
when separation comes you will throw them upon the world 
absolutely helpless in the economic struggle that will take place. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Georgia [l\fr. CLAY] has 
opened up a most important question-one of the most impor
tant questions that has been presented to us. It shows how 
the tariff: tax is added to the cost of every article to the .Ameri
can consumer; how that tax is diverted from the Federal Treas
ury into the pockets of the interests that are connected with 
the production of the. various commodities. It tends to show 
the folly of our policy regarding these islands in the ocean
these islands in these heated regions that have been unable to 
maintain themselves in their economic struggle with the ·tem
perate region even in such products as sugar, which have been 
her~tofore regarded as the exclusive monopoly of the tropical 
regions. It shows the absolute folly of building them up by 
bounties and subsidies, particularly in the case of the Philip
pine Islands, if we wish to absolutely separate them from us 
give them an individual life, and train them to struggle with 
the world for competitive prices. 

I hope. that ~e speech of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
CLAY] will be widely read and that the statistics will be care
fully considered by the Senate; and I hope that both parties 
will unite in preyenting this monumental blunder with refer
ence to the Philippine Islands, which will result in enfeebling 
the people themselves in their struggle for economic equality 
with the rest of the world, which will accustom them to the 
bottle of subsidy, which will build up indush·ies here and there 
t~at will be oppose~ to separation, and which, when separa
tion finally comes, will cast those islands outside of the fa•ored 
markets of the United States in a fatal struggle with the rest 
of the world without the industrial and economic training essen
tial to its successful conduct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DIXON in the chair). The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment proposed by the com
mittee. 

Mr. STONE. l\fr. President, I wish to make a sinO'le obser
vation before the vote is taken. The proviso as it c~me from 
the House of Representatives was: 

Th~t all embro~dery machine.s and lace-making machines, including 
machmes for malnng lace ~urtams , nets, or nettings, imported prior to 
July 1, 1911, shall be admitted free of duty. 

The Senate committee has stricken out the words "embroid
ery machines and lace-making" and inserted "lever or go
through lace." 

l\fr. ALDRICH. That amendment has been withdrawn. The 
proviso has been stricken out entirely. 

Mr. STONE. The Senator from Rhode Island withdraws the 
Senate amendment? 

Mr. ALDRICH. I have moved to strike out the entire proviso. 
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Mr. STONE. As I understand, the Senator withdraws the 

S.enate amendment in the proviso and moves to strike out the 
whole proviso. 

Mr. ALDRICH. That is right. 
Mr. STONE. Now, upon that I wish to say just a. word with 

a view to emphasizing and attracting particular· attention to a 
remark made by the Senator from Rhode Island this morning 
when this proposed amendment of his to strike out was under 
consideration. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Rhode Island has been the 
victim-I am sure the unwilling victim-of a shower of com
pliments in the last two or three or four weeks that ought to 
satiate him unless he is a vainer man than I think him to be. 
He already stands knee deep in flowers, and I do not care to 
throw an additional bouquet on the heap. Still R statement 
made in plain language, not in fulsome language, would be 
permissible and not violate the rule that I have suggested for 
my own observance. 

The Senator from Rhode Island we know to be one of the
! will not say the only-important individ.ual force in con
gressional legislation. He is one of the strongest factors-I 
will not say the only strong factor-in this particular legisla
tion, although his position as chairman of the committee gives 
him exceptional prominence. I know, too, that he is one of the 
recognized leaders in the country of the Republican party, and 
therefore a statement coming from him is entitled to some 
special consideration. When he makes a startling statement it 
is well to pause a little just to think about it and try to esti-
mate its significance. . 

This morning the Senator said that lace-making machines 
ought not to be put upon the free list because soqe machines 
of that kind had at some time in the past been im11orted, upon 
which the importer had paid a duty, and that it would be an 
unjust discrimination to put them upon the free list now and 
permit others in the future to import them free of duty. 

Mr. President, that is a very far, radical advance, even on 
the declarations of the Chicago platform. That platform de
clared that ·a tariff should be levied sufficient to cover the 
difference in cost of labor production in this country and 
abroad, to protect labor, and that the duty should be made still 
higher for the purpose of insuring a profit to the manufacturer 
who employed the labor. That was a new and bold declara
tion of party policy. 

But now the Senator from Rhode Island advises us that a 
machine should not be put on the free list because, forsooth, 
some persons have paid a duty upon such machines in the past. 
If that is to be the policy of the country, then we are closed at 
once against the possibility of putting anything on the free list 
or of reducing the duty upon it. · 

Mr. President, moreover, the Senator from Rhode Island said 
there were no machines of this kind made in this country-not 
one-

Ur. ALDRICH. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis

souri yield to the Senator from Rhode Island? 
Mr. STONE. Certainly . 
. Mr. ALDRICH. I think I stated, and if not I will now state, 

that there is every probability that they will be made in the 
United States at an early day; and I will state further, what I 
did not state before, that parts of the foreign machines used in 
some of the countries abroad are of American invention, and 
they should be of American manufacture. 

Mr. STOl\TE. Machines made abroad may be made in accord
ance with some American invention, but they are not manu
factured in this country. There is no capital invested in them. 
There is no labor employed in their manufacture. 

But the Senator says we may tempt or encourage or induce 
some one or another to enter upon this enterprise, to invest 
capital and employ labor in the making of these machines. 
This tariff, therefore, is to be maintained, this exaction is to be 
made upon persons who need these machines and must buy them 
abroad if they buy them and have them at all, not to protect 
even an infant industry, but merely to tempt or induce some~ 
body to venture upon the enterprise. These, Mr. President, are 
the things which I wish to emphasize because they are new 
declarations of party policy. That is all I care to say. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Rhode Island. 

The amendment was agreed to. · 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the para-

graph as amended will be -agreed to. . 
Mr. McLAURIN. There is a good deal of objection to that. 
Mr. PAYNTER. I have an amendment pending, but it should 

be changed in view of the fact that the proviso has been 
stricken out. I withdraw the amendment and move the amend-

ment I send to the desk, because it would not be intelligible 
if it were left the other way. I offer this amendment in lieu 
of the other. 

TM PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kentucky 
offers an amendment which wiU be stated. 

The SECRETARY. On page 68, line 16, after the words " ad 
valorem ,,_-_ 

Mr. PAYNTER. In line 11, strike out the words--
The SECRETARY. In line 11, strike out the words "linotype 

and all typesetting machines "--· 
Mr. PAYNTER. And add--
The SECRETARY. And in line 16, after the words "ad va

lorem." add : 
Prov ided, On linotype and all typesetting machines, 10 per cent ad 

valorem. 
Mr. PAYNTER. I think that meets it; and on that question 

I demand the yeas and nays. . 
Mr. ALDRICH. I believe all these linotype machines are 

patented. I think every one of the articles covered by the 
amendment of the Senator from Kentucky is a patented machine. 
He might, by the adoption of this amendment, be doing the 
very thing the linotype company would like to have done-that 
is, they mig):lt like to bring the machines in here for their own 
use .or sale at 10 per cent and thereby take the work away from 
American mechanics for the benefit of foreign mechanics. 

I understand that none of these machines can be sold in this 
country except by the consent of the linotype company-what
ever the name of it is-the Mergenthaler Company. 

Mr. KEAN. The Mergenthaler Company. 
Mr. PAYNTER. I am very glad to be able to relieve the Sen

ator from Rhode Island of any apprehension on that score. I 
have received a letter from the president of that company, in 
which he complains very bitterly because composing machines 
are singled out for a reduction of the duties thereon. So the 
Senator need not have any apprehension on that question. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Is it or is it not a fact that the machines are 
patented machines? . 

Mr. PAYNTER. Yes; they are patented. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 

the amendment offered by the Senator from Kentucky. 
Mr. PAYNTER. On that I demand the yens and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BORAH. Let the amendment be again reported. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will again state 

the amendment. offered by the Senator from Kentucky . . 
The SECRETARY. On page 68, line 11, it i.s proposed to strike 

out the words " linotype and all typesetting machines," and 
add, in line 16, after the words " ad valorem," the followip.g : 

P r ovided, On linotype and all typesetting machines, 10 per cent ad 
valorem. . 

Mr. BURKETT. I submit to the Senator from Kentucky 
that that does not read very well. It seems to me it should 
read: "Provided, That." 

Mr. ALDRICH. The word " Provided" does not need to be 
there. 

Mr. PAYNTER. It follows the proviso. I studied it very 
carefully. 

Mr. ALDRICH. The proviso is stricken out. All the Sen
ator needs to say is " linotype and typesetting machines, 10 
per cent." _ . 

Mr. BURKETT. I think it would be better to leave out the 
word "Provided," at least. The proviso has been stricken out. 

Mr. PAYNTER. I am quite willing to leave out the word 
" Provided." It means the same thing. . 

Mr. BRISTOW. I should like to inquire if the Senator from 
Kentucky has any information as to what would be the differ
ence in the cost of manufacturillg these· machines abroad and 
here? I am in hearty accord with reducing the duty on lino
types, but I think they ought to be made in this country. 

Mr. PAYNTER. That is a matter of not Yery much im
portance. If these gentlemen _ have carried out their design 
they have a controlling interest in the foreign co~npanies. They 
say they have made a proposition, and they expect to buy 75 
per c~nt of the capital stock owned in comp,eting foreign 
countries. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll on agreeing to the amendment of the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. PAYNTER]. 

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. WAR:REN (when his name was called). I am .paired 

with the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. MONEY]. I do not see 
him in the Chamber, and I withhold my vote. 
· The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I am paired with the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. CLARKE]. 
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The result was announced-yeas 35, nays 43, as. follows:- Mr. LODGE~ You can not buy that patented machine except 
YEAS-35. here. You. are proposfng. to give them a chance to make it 

Bacon 
Bailey 
Borah 
Bristow 
Brown. 
Burkett 
Chamberlain 
Clapp 

Culberson 
Cummins 
Daniel 
Dolliver · 
Fletcher · 
Foster 
Frazier 
Gol'.e 
Hughes 

.Johnston, Ala. Rayner abroad and make our peopie ·pay double. 
La Folletta Sl.mmons- Mr. McLAURIN. Are there no typewriters ma.de abroad? 
:~~rin ~:f £~· r<& Mr. LODGE~ There are a great many American typewriters. 
N.elson Stone-' • • Here they are sold under a patent .. 
Newranas Taliaferro Mr., McLAURm. Are there none ma.de by any foreigners? 
g~;:an ~fi~:in Mr. LODGE. I nave never seen them, 

Clay Paynter Mr. McLAURIN: Then what is the necessity for this pr~ 
NAYS~. vision 'l 

Aldrich 
&ande"'e3 
Briggs 
Bulkeley 
Burnham. 
Burrows 
Burton 
€arte-r 
Clark, Wyo. 
Crane 
Cullom 

Curtis Hale- Perkins Mr. LODGE: Because our manufacturers of typewriters 
Dick. He ourn PU.ea would then make them abroad and bring them in here. Tl'ley 
fil1l~~glmm :f~~:on, N. Dak. ~gg£t would have absolute control of the market under the patent n.nd 
du Pont Kean Smith, Mich.. get them made by cbeager labor elsewhere. 
Elkins Lodge Smoot l\!r. McLA.TIRIN. Mr. President. if there is no typewriter 
~~;,11e~ ~i2,~ber ~~~~~~~ made anywhere- in the world. except here--
Gallinger Oliver Warner" Mr. LODGE. I did not say tha.t, for I do not know. I say 
Gamble Page Wetmore . I never happened to see abroad anything but American type-
Guggenbelm Perrrose writers. 

NOT VOTING-13. Mr. McLAURIN. Then give t11at girl who works on n type-
Bankhea:d Clarke, Ark. McEnet·y Warren writer the benefit of tile· doubt. 
~~~~i~e &;'istord ~°J:Zdson. l\fr. LODGE. The benefit of what doubt'? 
Bradley Depew Shtvely l\1r. McLAURIN. Whether there are any made in a:n;v other 

So Mr. PAYN.'I:ER'a amendment was rejected. · I portion of the world or not The Senator does not say that any 
: l\fr. McLAURIN. I offei; an amendment to paragraph.194. are made anywhere el:se. 
· The. PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will he stated. Mr. LODGE. The American typewriter i.S usually used 

The SECRETARY. 1t is proposed to strike out the words " p11int- ' abroad. bec3:use it is an .Am~ri<;_an in.v~ntion. . 
mg presses, sewing machines, anct typewriters," and to. addi at: . Mr. McLAURIN. ??bis girl ism~ her living b:f typewnt· 
the end of the paragraph the following;. mg. To be sure, she is not able to ride m an automQbile, but ~e 

Notwithstanding anything in thfs blll contained:, printing- presses, 
sewing machines. and typewriters, when impQl'.te.d: izltn this; country" 
shall be. exempt from the- payment ot duty 

The PRESIDING- OFFICER.. The qnestfon is' on agreefng 
to. the amen.-dment proposed by the S'enater from l\.Hssissippi. 

Mr. McLAURIN. Mr .. President,. :r do not suppose that there 
fs any- possibility, to say nothing' o:f a probability, of getting a 
majority of the Senate to listen to any appeal on behalf of: 
those who are not able to come- here a.ndi represent themselves 
before the cGmmittee. nut at the. risk o:f ineurring the fmpa· 
tience of the Senate I am going to make some suggestions iII 
reference to· tfie amendment· wlll{!-h I have· just proposed. 

I see here by the estimated' revenues doemnent furnished to 
Senators th.at in paragraph 194, of mac-hinery not elsewhere 
speci'fled. the-re wel"e imported into- this· country for the- year 
ending J"une 30,_ 1907, $4,978,090.67 worth and exported. $58,-
690,651 worth. The- tariff was 45 per cent. I see in the line 
that includes printing presses, sewing machines, and type
writers· tile fonowing: 

sees one passing by her door~ When she. buys that typewnter 
out of which she is making her living~ she pays $DO for it, and 
$3"0 of that is per cent.. 

We go along a little farther and we see. some woman out on 
the: farm se.wing on a sew.ing maehfne. She has paid probably 
$60 for that machine,. and $18 of. that is. per c.ent. '!'hat helps to 
make up the amount of money. that enables tills man to ride in 
his antomohile. lie stops. there to get a drinlt of water, and 
while he is getting his drink of water he enters into conversa· 
t!on with tfiis laey. He says to he:L, "What did that sewing 
machine cost?" S.he ~s~ "It cost $60. I have been told 
that 18 of that is peir cent. Now, inasmuch as that is so 1 
should like to have it. at. $42. Have you anything to do with 
that?" "Oh, I am a protected manufacturer. The law pro .. 

· tee.ts me." "Well,." she says "am not I an American citizen, 
and fia.ve not I any right to protection either7" ·~Why, you: are 
protected in the fact that you buy this machine and you give 

. me the money that enables1 me· to run my factory.";. "Can you 
: not run your factory without taxing the people who have to 
~ make a living· by· sewing? r have my little children arouncl me. 

Cash registers, libotype and an typesettfng machines, maehfne toolS~ hete. I have five. or six for whom :r have to make; their: wear
prlnting 1Jresses, se~ing machines, typewriters, and all steam engines, , ing apparel.. and. I make it on this sewing machine. Must I. pay 
no importation· at. all~ taxes in ord·er that you may be enabled to ride in this splendid: 

The exports were $35,317,44'8. The census of manumctures I automobile by my house?" "But you ar..a protected." "How 
for the calendar yeai: 1904 shows. $132,539,08.7~ The tar on am I protected?" "You are protected in your needle ·." "How 
these articles is 30 per cent ad valorem; revenue none. · am I protected m my needles? I. am not a manufacturer of 

There must be no necessity for protection in this ma.tier,. and "needles." "But you do not have to pay any per cen.t- on your 
it does not make any difference with me whether there is a ! needles..." "They- tell me that I have. to pay a h.ea.vy per cent on 
necessity for protection as it is called protection by the. com- .

1

. the needles. You; will not put them on the free list..'' She goes 
mittee and by the Republican majority in. the Senate. There along through this dialogue with him until after a while he 
is no necessity for extortion, and if a_nybody is to be protected t1 says., "J see- you have a. gourd out there. You drink your 
it ought to be those who use these. articles. ! water out of it. We have that on the free list You do not 

I see a. man clothed in purple and fine linen get in his auto- · have to pay anything on that." She says. "I do not know :iliout 
mobile and start out ancl pass a printing office:. He fl.n.ds, that that. We raised that gourd, and before we could prepare the 
that printipg-offi.ce man has bought his press, and, as ha is not , gourd for use- we had: to boil i t in a pot and the pot ha.Cl a tax 
ah1e to empl-Oy all the help he nee~s, he must .work at if him-! on, it. So I. ha:ve had to pay a tax for boiling _the bitterness ol!t 
self, as. I . know from observation is the fact m a good mans of the gourd, and then. when I went to cut 1t r had to cut it 
places in this country. As he goes by that prfntfng office, he · with. a knife,. and there lS. a tax. on the knife. You. do not ex
:finds that the man. has bought a printing press. One-third' of · empt that from duty and I have. had to pay a per cent on the 
it, or nearly one-third o;f it, is per cent that he has paid. · knife w.ith which I: have cut the gourd. So in. everything irr the 

He goes along a little farther, and he passes where there is a · world r use you tax me in order that you may ride in this 
young lady working on a type-writer. She is compelled to automobile:• 
make her living. Senators ma:y sneer at the idea. of any pro· Now, I say to Senators, the people are going to hold you to 
tection for that class of. people, but they are American citizens.. an account for this, and. they ought to do it. You may be mad 

Ur. LODGE. The Senator is speaking now of a patented with power,. you may have been. elected. to office time and ao-ain, 
article, and under our laws they are given a monopoly here.. and the people may have committed to your charge the a.dmin-

1\Ir. McLAURIN. I am not talking abou.t-- istration o£ this Government until you have come to the con-
Mr. LODGE.. The typewriter is patented. clusion that you are not resvonsible to anybody, but they will 
l\Ir. McLAURIN. But the patents have run out on a groot hold'. you responsible... 

many of them I offered the other day an amendment to the bill to exempt 
Mr. LODGE. Not on typewriters. b;om. duty the. agricultural implements that the. farmer uses to 
Mr. McLAURIN. I think the Senator is mistaken. about that. cultivate his crops, the husband of the wife who has paid her 
Mr. LODGE. The Senator will find. t!!at there are parts of money for the purpose of keeping u.p the manufacturers: of 

all these machines patented. AU the improvements are pat- : sewing machines, and typewn"ters and:.. printing presses. This 
ented. woman who has done that bas a hwsband who is ·out in the field 

Mr. McLAURIN. Then let us let in the foreign typewriter hoeiug and plowing, with implements that are taxed high, fo.r 
and klck that patent out. tlie purpose· of" malting -provision to feed yonr body and the 
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clothing that clothes you. You voted that down. The people 
are going to call you to an account, and they ought to call you 
to an account, mad as you may have become with the power 
that has been committed to your charge. I may not be able to 
present it to the people, but there are those who will present it 
to the people all over this country. . 

But were I Brutus, --; 
And Brutus Antony, there were an Antony 
Would ru11le up your spirits, and put a tongue 
In every wound of Cresar, that should move 
The stones of Rome to rise and mutiny. / 

You tax everything that these people consume. You make 
them pay the expenses of this Government, and when you are 
called upon to contribute a _small modicum of the expense~ <?f 
government by an income tax you laugh it to scorn and say it is 
double taxation. You know it is not double taxation. It is a 
righteous tax that you ought not only to be willing to pay, but 
that you ought to be anxious to pay. You do not pay yo~r 
proportionate share of the expenses of the Government when it 
is levied by customs taxes. You only pay on the imported goods 
that you use. You do not pay on imported goods in proportion 
to the amount that is paid by the humble man who follows the 
humble walks and the humble callings of life. You ought to be 
compelled to do it, and the people of this country are going to 
hold you to an account. You said to them last year in effect
you did not say in words, but you intended them to under
stand that you were going to revise the tariff downward. You 
have not done it, and you now say you never said you were going 
to revise it downward. You did not in your platform use the 
word "downward," but you knew, and every man who went be
fore the American people as a Republican campaign orator in 
the last campaign knew, as I knew, that the people understood 
when you spoke of a revision of the tariff that you would revise 
it downward, and no man rises in his seat to say he did not 
understand at that time that the people understood it was the 
intention to revise the tariff downward. 

Mr. HEYBURN. .Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Missis

sippi yield to the Senator from Idaho? 
Mr. McLAURIN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. HEYBURN. I do not think I stand alone, but I say 

for myself that I took occasion wherever I went to say that 
the Republican party was not pledged to a downward revision, 
but that it was to be a revision of the tariff along intelligent 
lines, and, perhaps, in many cases it would raise it. 

Mr. McLAURIN. Mr. President, I accept the statement of 
the Senator from Idaho, but I want to say to him that that did 
not get out on him. I never heard of it before, and I do not 
think anybody else ever heard of the Senator having made a 
speech last year in which he said that the revision meant a 
revision upward instead of a revision downward. If it did not 
mean a revision downward, it meant a revision upward, be
cause a revision meant a change in the tariff. Who will say 
it did not mean a change of the tariff when you spoke of re
vision? Because if you did ·not intend to raise. it or lower it 
there could be no revision of the tariff. 

Mr. HEYBURN. '£he few Democrats there were in the State 
of Idaho heard us and used it against me, but the people were 
with us. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator allow me? 
. Mr. McLAURIN. With pleasure. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, it is really refreshing to 
hem.· the kind of a speech which the Senator from Mississippi 
is now making--

Mr. l\IcLAURIN. After the strenuous efforts of the Senator 
from Rhode Island, I am glad to have an opportunity to refresh 
him. 

Mr. ALDRICH. From a man who has courage enough to be 
a free trader without apology and without excuse. 

Mr. l\fcLAURIN. I make no apology for being a free trader, 
so far as we can be free traders and get a revenue sufficient to 
defray the expenses of the Government when that Government 
is administered economically. . 

1\lr. ALDRICH. But I hope that my friend from Mississippi 
will agree with me that it is doubtful, to say the least, whether 
!he is authorized to speak for the Republican party. 

Mr. l\IcLAURIN. l\Ir. President, I am only speaking of 
what the Republican party did and what they said. I know 
that the who1e trend of Republican oratory last year was that 
they intended to revise the tariff downward; that that is what 
they meant, and the people understood them to mean that. If 
they had not, they probab1y _would not now be revising this 
tariff· but it would be revised by the friends of the consumers, 
instea'd of by those who are extorting from the consumers. 

Mr. President, this amendment ought to be adopted. There 
ought not to be any desire or disposition to tax th~ printing 

presses of the country, to tax the sewing machines of the coun
try, or to tax the typewriters. The people who work on sew
ing machines and typewriters are people who are compelled · to 
work. They do not perform that work for fun. They do it 
because they are compelled by their necessities to work, t~ use 
a common expression, to make buckle and tongue meet. 

I repeat, Mr. President, this amendment ought to be adopted, 
but I do not expect· a Republican Senate to adopt it. The time 
will come when it will be done, and I want to ~;ay to the Re
publican Senate that I take no part in the statements that have 
been made here that we are making a tariff for ten years or 
twelve years. My friend from Georgia [Mr. CLAY] this morn
ing, who made a splendid and a very instructive speech, w~s 
mistaken when he said that he thought we were makmg a tariff 
for ten years or more. My friend from Indiana [l\fr. BEVER
IDGE], whom I do not now see in his seat, who .is coi:stant.ly 
telling us about what length of time we are makmg this tariff 
for is mistaken about that. We are making a tariff which 
co~ld be made to last for many years; but it will not be so 
made because of the obstinacy of the majority of the Republican 
party, commonly known as "standpatters." We are making a 
tariff that will last for two years and a little more than that, 
because your bill ought to be labeled "A bill to elect a Demo
cratic Congress," instead of "A bill to provide revenue, equalize 
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, "and 
for other purposes," as you have entitled it. That is what it 
will accomplish. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Will the Senator permit me to 
interrupt him? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from l\Iissis
sippi yield to the Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. McLAURIN. I always love to hear the Senator from 
Michigan. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Are we to understand from the 
Senator from Mississippi that when the Democratic party do 
get into power they are going to turn over the casI;i--register 
manufacturing, · the printing-press manufacturing, the sewing
machine manufacturing, the typewriter manufacturing, and 
the steam-engine manufacturing .to our competitors on the other 
side of the ocean? 

Mr. McL.A.URIN. Has the Senator from Michigan seen any
thing in my amendment about linotypes or cash registers or 
anything except sewing machines, printing presses, and type· 
writers? 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Well, does the Senator propose to 
have free trade in those? _ 

Mr. l\fcL.AURIN~ I surely would, if I had the power. I 
can not speak for the Democratic ·party, but only for myself, 
a humble member of it, and a partisan. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Does the Senator from Mississippi 
believe his party will enact that kind of legislation if they get 
into power? 

Mr. l\IcLAURIN. Mr. President, "sufficient unto the day is 
the evil thereof." 

Mr. Sl\fITH of Michigan. Yes; it is sufficient; that is true. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. McLAURIN. Whenever the Democratic party gets into 
power-if it is the Democratic party-it will not enact a tariff 
that will be for extortion, but a tariff for revenue, and revenue 
alone . 

Mr. SUITH of Michigan. Mr. President--
Mr. l\IcLAURIN. I say, if the real Democratic party gets 

into power, which I hope will be the result of the mismanage
ment of this bill by the Republicans--

1\Ir. ALDRICH. What does the Senator mean by the "real 
Democratic party?" 

Mr. l\fcLAURIN. I mean Democrats who are Democrats. 
Mr. ALDRICH. What is the line which the Senator would 

draw? 
Mr. McL.AURIN. Will the Senator tell me what is Nie line 

between his class of Republicans in this Senate and the "in
surgents? " 

Mr. ALDRICH. We are all Republicans on this side. 
Mr. McLAURIN. Yes; and we are all Democrats on thls side. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Except on iron ore and other things. 
Mr. GALLINGER. We are a happy family. 
Mr. McLAURIN. -Yes; we are a very happy family, because 

,,,..;e see your family in such distress. I see some very anxious 
countenances on the other side of the Chamber, and I have been 
seeing them all along. When. I heard the splendid speech that 
was made in favor of the consumer, which proposed to reduce 
the tariff as your party pi·omised to do-and I thought it one 
of the best speeches I have heard in this body since I have been 
here by a Republican, one of your number, all of whom, as the 
Senator from Rhode Island says, are Republicans-when I heard 
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I 

tp.at Senator make a speech which advocated the interests of the Mr. OLA.PP. If.the Senator is in earnest in seeking a .revision 
consumer, as well as the consumer's rights, I saw some very 1 .along the line he has laid down--
sick faces on the other side of the Ohamber; and while the Mr. McLAURIN. Does the Senator doubt that I am in earnest 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. GALLINGER] was not among , about it? 
the sickest of them, I will say that he was not among the · Mr. OLAPP. Wait until I get through-revision along the line 
healthiest looking men at that time. he has laid down as being the promise of the Republican plat-

MrA President, I .have said about all I intended to say on this form-I say if it is the desire of the Senator, then it seems to 
subject. I did not intend to say this much and would not have me that he is simply interfering with the carrying out of that 
done so hnd I not been interrupted by Senators, but I want a desire with amendments such as he has offered to-day and such 
yea-.and-nay vote on the amendment. as the one he offered the other day. 

Mr. ALDRIOH. Will the Senator tell us why he curbed his . l\Ir. McLAURIN. Will the Senator allow me to interrupt 
youthful enthusiasm in this matter by only putting in three htm'? 
articles out of all those on the free list? Why not put them all Mr. OLAPP. Certainly. 
-0n the free list? Mr. 1\IcLAURIN. I am not desirous of a tariff on the line 

Mr. Mcr.:A.URIN. Is that relevant to the question whether , -Of the Republican platform. The Republican platform, as I 
these three articles .ought to be on the free list, I will .ask the understand, proposes, after making good the difference between 
Senator? what it eosts for labor in this country and labor abroad, to 

Mr. ALDRIOH. It would seem to me so. If the Senator from then guarantee to the manufacturer here a profit over and 
Mississippi is so exceedingly anxious about the consumers, why above that. That would .absolutely exclude all importations 
not give them everything tree? . , from abroad~ because if you equalize the difference in cost be

Mr. 1\IcLAURIN. I ask the Sen-a.tor the question, Is he will- tween foreign produdion and the cost of domestic production 
ing, if I put them all on the free list, to vote for such .an amend- and then add to the domestic producer a reasonable profit on 
ment? that, it would be impossible for the importer to come in. 

l\fr. ALDRIOH. I run not willing to vote for any part of this Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President--
amendment. Mr. McLAURIN. One word further. The three articles · 

Mr . .McLAURIN. No. Then I would suppose that it were : which I have proposed in this amendment to put upon the free 
better for the Senator from Rhode Island to let me prepare my list produce no revenue at all to this country. 
own amendment-- Mr. OLA.PP. Th.at is true. 

l\fr. ALDRIOH. Oertainly. Mr. SOOTT. lVIll the Senator from Mississippi ullow me a 
l\fr. McLAURIN {continuing) . Instead of his preparing it. · minute? 

I give no reason for not putting the other articles on the free Mr. McLA.URIN. Certainly. 
list; but I have given a good reason why these articles should Mr. SOOTT~ I will say to the Senator from l\flsslssippi that 
be put on the free list. I think I could give reasons for putting this duty is a reduction of the duty in the Wilson-Gorman bill, 
.others on the free list if I were called upon to do so and if they framed by your own party. T.hat bill had 35 per cent on sew
were in the amendment.; but iit would not be germane to the mg ma.chines :and typewriters, and now we propose to make it 
.amendment to give any reason why others should be put on 30 per cent. . . . . 
that are .not put on in the amendment. It is germane, how- 1\fr. McLAURIN .. Is the 'Senato~ from West V1rgm1a wHlmg 
-eyer, to give the reason why I think these ought to be put on to go baek to the Wilson-Gorman b~ll and take that? . 
the free list. Mr. SOOTT. I just thought I would call the Senator's at-

There is not a dime's worth of revenue obtained from any tention to it. 
of these articles, neither from printing presses, sewing ma- Mr. McLAURIN. If not, it is not relevant. 
chines, nor typewriters; nor is there a dime's worth of revenue Mr. SCOTT. Would the Senator from Mississippi join with 
from all these listed in those two lines which I have read; .and me in an effort to take the Wilson-Gorman bill? 
yet there was $35,313,448 worth exported from this country. Mr. BEVERIDGE. That far? 
I hope the Senate will .give me a yea-and-nay vote "On the amend- 1\fr. SOOTT. No; I am talking about the whole bill. 
ment. Mr. l\fcLAURIN. I would take it in preference to the bill 

Mr. OLAPP. Mr. President, hefore the vote is taken, I pro- you are going to adopt her~. I commend the Walker tariff 
pose, with the indulgence of the Senate. to submit a few re- as better. 
marks, especially for the benefit of my Democratic brethren. Mr. SCOTT. The American people do not want it. 

There are some Republicans on this side .of the Chamber who Mr. McOUl\IBER :and Mr. KEAN addressed the Ohair. 
recognize the fact when a _party meets in convention, makes a The VIOE-PRESIDENT. Does the Sena.tor from l\Iinnesota 
platform, and selects a standard bearer-who was recognized yield, and to wh-0m! 
even in .advance of the making of ·the platform as being the Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator does not so desire, I will 
standard bearer-that the attitude of that standard bearer as not interrupt him. 
to the interpretation of the platform has some force; .and what- Mr. CLAPP. I am willing to yield-
ever may have been the arguments of men in the campaign last l\Ir. l\!cCUl\!BER. I will not take the Senator's time now. 
fall, when we eome to sum up the entire situation in the in- Mr. OLAPP. I want to say here, Mr. President, that I be-
.augural address of the President, delivered in this Ohamber on lieve in these debates ; instead of a man starting in and insist
the 4th of .March, it is a plain, clear declaration that the spirit ing upon making a speech he has outlined, it is infinitely better 
of this revision should be that of a downward revision. He to permit interruptions. If there is any light to be thrown on a 
accentuates that, and merely speaks of th-e exception, if any, to subject, it may be thrown upon it in that kind of a debate. 
the contrary of that position. I believe that there are Demo- · Mr. l\Io~IBER. Mr. President, then I will take occasion 
crats in this Ohamb.er who would like to see that "kind of a for just a moment's interruption upon a matter concerning 
revision; Democrats who would rather see that kind of a revi- which I thought I would speak to the Senator from Mississippi, 
.sion than take the chances which may come te> them, possibly, and that is in regard to the revenue obtained from sewing ma
of a revision which will -not stand popular approval. If there chines and other ma.chines, and the fact that we receive no reve
are, I feel for them upon this question. Where the House or. nue justifying us in placing them upon the free list. The Sen
where the Senate committee have made a reduction of the ator is usually conservative, but I must say that he has some
Dingley rate, it does seem to me that it is unfair and unwise what abandoned his usual attitude in these tariff discussions. 
for us to attempt to go further than that. Upon that plan we The Senator understands as well as I do that the srune manu
may unite and we may possibly get a revision of the tariff along fa.cturing companies have their branches and their manufactur
this line. In this very schedule the committee has reduced the ing establishments in the Old World. I think the Singer Oom-
Dingley rate of 45 per cent to 30 per cent, I believe. pany, for instance, has one in London, has it not? 

.Mr . .ALDRICH. That is right. Mr. KEAN. They have one in Canada--
Mr. OLAPP. To 30 per cent. If we can go through this Mr. McOUMBER. Yes; and one in Berlin. 

schedule upon any such approximation as that, we will have Mr. KEAN (continuing) . One in Germany and one in Russia. 
fulfilled this pledg-e; we will have given this country -a tariff Mr. l\fcOUMBER. And one in Russia. 
revision that will stand for years to the best interests -0f every Mr. KEAN. I should like to say to the Senator that they 
American citizen in avoiding again the clamor, the excitement, have an establishment in my town which employs nearly 9,000 
and the depression incident to tariff revision. .. people, and they employ in the distribution of sewing machines 

I want to say· to the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. McLAu- over the United States more than 50,000 people. 
BIN], who has just taken his seat, that if he is in earnest, it Mr. McCUMBER. But, Mr. President, the point is that these 
seems to me, while it is not my _province to administer any machines are manufactured on the other side of the ocean and 
lecture to. any man-- are supplying the ·demand 'On that side. If we place them on 

Mr. 1\IcLAURIN. I did not catch the last remark of the Sena- .the free list, what do we gain by it? They will simply be 
tor~ Did he say if I run in earnest? manufactured there, .shipped over to this country, and sold for 
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ex~ctly the same price that ·Our manufacturers now sell them, his estimation l want to know if I .will be so conservative .as 
and our laborers on this side of the ocean will be entirely to put the rate at 10 per cent if the Senator from North Dakota 
thrown out of employment. I do not think there can be any will support with his usual eloquence and ability a tariff .of 
question about that. ' that amount? 

I do not believe, and I do not ·believe that the Senator thinks, 
1 

Mr. McCUMBER. I certainly would not. 
that taking the duty off of those sewing machines would re- Mr. Mc:LAURIN. I thought so. 
duce the price a single cent. The only question is :whether Mr. McCUMBER. The reason I would not is that the dif-
they shall be manufactured in this country for a given price, ference in the cost of production at home and abroad, in my 
or whether they shall be manufactured by laborers in another opinion, is fully 30 per cent; and that is the only tariff we have 
country by the same manufacturers, brought over to this coun- placed upon the machines, about 30 per cent ad valorem. I 
try., and sold in the .markets of this country for practically the believe that by taking off the 30 per cent you would probably 
same price at which they are being sold to-day. I want to close some of the facto1ies on this side, and just to the extent 
corI'ect the Senator-- they were being closed on this side you would necessarily b·ans-

1\ir. 1\IcLAURIN. Will the Senator allow me to ask hlm ~ · fer the manufacture :to .the sanie amount on ·the 6tller ·side. 
question? 1\Ir. NELSON. Mr. President--

Mr. McCUl\!BER. In a moment I will. I want to correct The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the junior Senator from Min-
the Senator's statement as to the matter of valuation. I think nesota yield to the senior Senator from Minnesota? 
he will find it to be the fact that sewing machines sell all the Mr. CLAPP. Yes. 
way from $18 to $30 apiece; some of them may cost $30, de- Mr. NELSON. I want to say to the Senator from North. 
pending on the finish; but they can be purchased within those Dakota that American sewing machines are sold by scores and 
limits. Now, the only thing, as I have said before, is the scores in Europe for a much less figure than we can get them 
question where this manufacturing will be done. I now yield for here. 
to the Senator. · · Mr. McCUMBER. I think the Senator--

1\!r. McLA.URIN. I should like to aSk the Senator, if these . Mr. NELSON. And of our manufacture. 
machines are being made in this country and abroad by the . Mr. McOUMBER. But I think the Senator will find that 
same people, how it is that $35,000,000 worth of them are ex- 1 they are also mrumfactured there. I do not understand that 
ported from this country? 1 they are all shipped from this country filld sold there . 

.Mr. McCUMBER. The reason is, Mr. President, that they l\Ir. J\TELSON. They are by the scores and by the hundreds 
are not manufacturing very much abroad. Our sewing ma- shipped from this country and sold there. 
chines seem to satisfy the people of the old countries, and they Mr. McCUMBER. I think the Senator· is mistaken. I think 
are willing to buy the American make. They are practically, they are manufactured there. I should like to ask the Senator 
or nearly, as I understand, the only machines that are sold on what reason on earth would there be for makin~ a machine 
the other side; but they are manufactured as well on :that side. on this side at an extra cost when they have got their shops on 

Mr. KEAN. Will the Senator yield to me for a moment? the otner side that can make them 30 per cent cheaper than 
l\Ir. McCUMBEB;. Certainly. · they could 'be shipped from this side? I think the Senator 
l\Ir. KEAN. I can tell the Senator that the sewing machine will find on investigation that the Singer sewing machine that 

manufacturers of this country are chiefly shipping to South is sold on the other -side .of the ocean is also manufactured on 
America. Very large exportations of sewing machines manu- that side. · 
factured at Elizabeth are made to South America and to coun- l\fr. NELSON. I know, l\Ir. President, that when I was across 
tries that do not have factories. the ocean some nine or ten years ago I found a variety of 

I want to add to what I have already said that the employees American s.ewing machines sold for less than we could get them 
of the company in Elizabeth receive their wages weekly, and for in thjs country. I do not have to go to any statistics to 
that the company distributes in wages to their employees nearly ascertain that for I found it out with my own eyes. 
$125,000 every week. l\lr. McLAURIN. Mr . . President, I wish to say that, accord-

1\fr. l\1cLAURIN. I do not care to what counb·y those ma- ing to this estimate, one-fourth of those produced in this coun
chines are exported if the same people are manufacturing them try -are shi_pped abroad-exported. 
here and abroad. If they are all manufactured by the same Mr. CLAPP. Now, Mr. President, to resume. When I referred 
concern, what difference does it make whether there is a tariff to the analysis of our platform by the Senator, I referred to iha 
on them or not, and whether they are shipped to South America analysis as he had stated it; namely, that this should be a re
or to any other country? vision downward. If he believes in that, it seems to me the 

l\lr. l\IcCUl\IBER. The difference is that they can be manu- pl'Oper thing for him and for other men who do believe in it, to 
factured a great deal cheaper in Germany and in Russia than act as much together upon that proposition as they can. We 
they can be manufactured on this side. shall not, however, reach that end by constant efforts to put 

Mr. l\lcLAURIN. Then, why are they sent from this country these various items on the free list. I _propose to stay here, if 
the.re? necessary, all summer to get a reduction of this tariff; but there 

.l\1r. McCUl\IBER. And without this tariff, of course, they is no use of our wasting our time in making attempts to put 
would all be manufactured exclusively on the other side and matters upon the free list simply for the sake of getting a vote 
shipped here, and it would not make any difference in price to upon them, and I believe that we simp~y weaken our case when 
the consumer. · we attempt it. 

l\fr. l\fcLAURIN. If there are now more than are consumed Mr:. BEVERIDGE. l\Ir. President, will the Senator from l\Iin-
in this country manufa<!tured in this country, and they are nesota permit me to interrupt him? 
exoorted to Germany and other countries, I can not see how Mr. CLAPP. With pleasure. 
it would make any difference if they were put on the· free list. ~ Mr. BEVERIDGE. I merely wish to observe that, as I under-
·r again express my doubt about there being just one trust in stand, both the House bill and the Senate bill, as reported, make 
all this business. I think in all the world they might get up a reduction upon these machines of 15 per cent. Is that correct? 
two or three trusts for sewing machines, and_ the_y might get Mr. CLAPP. Yes. 
up some competition. Mr. McLAURIN. No, sir; there is no reduction at all. 

l\Ir. KEAN. This is not a trust at all. Mr. BEVERIDGE and l\IJ'.. CLAPP. Oh, yes. 
l\lr. l\fcLAURIN. I do not know what it is, if they are the Mr. McLAURIN. The .House bill provides a duty of 30 per 

same people. cent and the Senate bill provides a duty of 30 per cent. 
l\fr. KEAN. I only spoke of one company; there are numer- Mr. CLAPP. But it is 45 per cent under the existing .Jaw. 

ous companies. l\fr. McLAURIN. No; by the.present law it is "(n. e.)"-1 
l\Ir. McLAURIN. There are other companies? do not know what that means unless it is New England, or 
Mr. KEAN. Yes; there are other companies. northeast, or something of that kind. 
Mr. McLAUR.11~. Then they would compete, would they not? Mr. CLAPP. They would then come under section 195, which 
Mr. KEAN. They do compete. would make the duty 45 per cent. The Senate committee has 
Mr. McLAURIN. They are cut off from competition here by reduced it; and where the committee does that, it does seem to 

the tariff. ~ me that we :would make headway if we would all join together 
Mr. KEAN. I beg the Senator's pardon. They are not cut and go along on :that line. 

off by the tariff at all. The VICE-PRESIDENT. Th.e question is ·on the amend-
.Mr. McLAURIN. I ask the Senator from North Dakota if ment .offer.ed by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. McLA.uRIN], 

he would be willing to vote for a tariff of 10 per cent? He on which he has demanded the yeas and nays. 
speaks of my conservatism and nonconservatism, and I have The yeas and nays were ordered and taken. 
retrograded, according to the Senator .from North Dakota.., lately, .Mr. ·CLARK of Wyoming (after .having voted in the nega-
but fl'Om the conservatism to which I had entitled myself in tive). I notice that the Senator with whom I am paired, the 
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Senator from l\lissouri [l\fr. STONE], is not present, and I there
fore desire to withdraw my vote. 

Mr. McCUl\IBER (after voting in the negative). I desire to 
ascertain whether the junior Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
FOSTER] has voted. 

The VICE-PUESIDEN'l'. The Chair is informed that he 
has not. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I haye a general pair with that Senator, 
ancl I therefore withdraw my Yote. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. I wish to announce that I am · paired 
on this question and on all questions connected with this bill 
with the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CLARKE], and therefore 
am not at liberty to vote. 

The result was anno.unced-yeas 23, nays 53, as follows: 

Bacon 
Bailey 
Chamb~rlain 
Culberson 
Fletcher 
Frazier 

Aldrich 
Beveridge 
Borah 
Brandegee 
Briggs 
Bristow 
Brown 
Bulke~ey 
Burkett 
Burnham 
Burrows 
Burton 
Carter 
Clapp 

YEAS-23. 
Gore 
Hughes 
Johnston, Ala. 
La Follette 
McLaurin 
Martin 

Money 
New lands 
Overman 
Paynter 
Rayner 
Simmons 

NAYS-53. 
Clay 
Crane 
Crawford 
Cullom 
Cummins 
Curtis 
Dick 
Dillingham 
Dixon 
Dclliver 
du Pont 
Elkins 
Flint 
Frye 

Gallinger 
Gamble 
~~f;enheim 
Heyburn 
Johnson, N. Dak. 
Jones 
Kean 
Lodge 
Nelson 
Nixon 
Oliver 
Page 
Pim rose 

NOT VOTING-15. 
Bankhead Clarke, Ark. Foster 
Bourne Daniel l\fcCumber 
Brndley Davis McEnery 
Clark, Wyo. Depew · Owen 

So Mr. McLAURIN's amendment was rejected. 

Smith, l\ld. 
Smith, S. C. 
Taliaferro 
'l'aylor 
Tillman 

Perkins 
Piles 
Root 
Scott 
Smith, Mich. 
Smoot 
Stephenson 
Sutherland 
Warner 
Warren 
Wetmore 

Richardson 
Shively 
Stone 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to agreeing to 
the paragraph? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, I have an amendment to 
that paragraph. I move, on page 68, line 13, paragraph 194, 
that the word "twenty" be inserted instead of "thirty," mak
ing the duty 20 per cent instead of 30 per cent. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from NeYada pro
poses an amendment, which the Secretary will report. 

The SECRETARY. On page 68, line 13, before the words " per 
centum," strike out "thirty" and insert "twenty." 

1\Ir. NEWLANDS. :Mr. President, with reference to this 
amendment, I will state that I 'do not generally favor placing 
any of these articles upon the free list. I believe that almost 
everything should pay a fair duty. Hence, I should prefer a 
low duty upon these necessary articles to putting them upon 
the free list. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator permit a 
question? 

l\Ir. NEWLANDS. Yes. 
l\Ir. BEVERIDGE. What evidence has the Senator that his 

duty of 20 per cent is any fairer than the duty fixed by the 
House and the committee-30 per cent-which is a 15 per cent 
reduction from the present law? If he can give any facts or 
rensous why it is any fairer, it will enlighten us somewhat. 

fr. :NEWLANDS. Mr. President, I am proceeding upon my 
general rule, which, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, 
usually goYerns me. That is, that upon articles which may be 
regarded as necessaries, such as sewing machines and other 
articles covered by this paragraph, there should be no higher 
duty than from 20 to 30 per cent. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. This is 30 pe:i: cent. 
Mr. NEWLANDS. Very well; but I think this is one upon 

which the duty should be 20 per cent, and I believe that upon 
articles regarded as luxuries there should be no duty in excess 
of 50 per- cent. 

I have therefore moved that this particular duty be reduced 
from 30 to 20 per cent, and I will ask for the yeas and nays 
nays on the amendment.· 

Mr. BAILEY. l\Ir. President, something like three weeks 
ago I observed what I then believed was an effort to neutralize 
the effect on the Republican party of the dissensions within it 
over this tariff question, by creating in the public mind a belief 
that equal or even greater disse:i;isions exist . within the Demo
cratic party over the same question. I have watched with 
close attention the development of that plan of cai:ppaign, and 
I am now fully convinced that it was deliberately and sys
tematicaily inaugurated to obscure the differences on that side 

of the Chamber by exaggerating and even mlsrepresenting th€ 
differences on this side. 

I do not say that the Senators here are responsible for it, 
because I am inclined to believe they are not; and it may have 
originated without any general understanding, and was taken up 
because it afforded Republican editors such an inviting oppor
tunity to escape the injury which their party seemed doomed to 
suffer from its divisions. But however that may be, it has pro· 
gressed until it is now almost universal among Republican news
papers and Republican leaders outside of Congress; and I am 
persuaded that the only hope which these partisans now indulge 
of escaping the consequences of their own division is through 
making the country believe there are still more serious divisions 
among us. I am the more persuaded to that belief because in 
all of these misrepresentations concerning the differences on this 
side there seems to be a studied absence of any allusion to the 
differences on that si<le. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a 
question? 

l\fr. BAILEY. Certainly. 
l\fr. HALE. I am a little at a loss to find what is the com

plaint of the Senator from Texas. 
l\fr. BAILEY. It is not against the Senator from 1\laine, 

because I will do him the justice to say he does not do by 
indirect methods the things as to which I am about to make 
complaint. 

Mr. HALE. Exonerating me, Mr. President, does not re
solve the doubt that I have as to what is the real ground of the 
Senator's complaint. The divisions-I will u e that word
which have been shown in debate and in votes, upon this side 
and upon that, are not such divisions as are created by con
spiracy or by newspaper comment. They are divisions that, 
to my mind, are in a certain way fundamental. 

l\lr. BAILEY. The Senator from l\Iaine mij;:apprehends what 
I am about to say. I am neither attempting to explain nor to 
complain about differences. I am about to call · the attention 
of the Senate and the country to a studied and systematic ef
fort to exaggerate the differences that do exist, and to pretend 
that differences exist which do not exist. . 

Mr. HALE. Did the Senator e1er know, in his large experi
ence in both branche of Congres , an occasion where there were 
divisions, and almost revolts and insubordination in his party, 
and, if I may use the same terms, in our party, where e1ery
thin cr of that kind has not been exaggerated by the pre s? 
There has been a studied purpose on the part of the press, and is 
to-day, to give prominence to such matters. There is some
thing picturesque, Mr. President, in the idea of insubordination 
and revolt and dissension on the Democratic side; and it is 
equally so on the Republican side. 

The Senator will never see the day when such things will not 
be taken up by the press and exaggerated. 

In a day's debate here, if there is a symptom or an appear
ance of dissent from the common party action upon the Sen
ator's side of the Chamber on various articles in the schedules 
in1olving action by the party and dissent from it, an earnest 
discussion between the Senator from Louisiana and the Senator 
from Mississippi, or between another Senator and another 
Senator, at once the newspapers make that the feature of the 
day. The same thing is true if there is on this side, l\Ir. Presi
dent, a serious discussion involving the general attitude of the 
par ty in favor of protection. . · 

It is my belief and expectation that this bill will ultimately 
emerge as a sh·ong protection measure; there will be reductions, 
but the final outcome of the bill will not be an abandonment of 
the · doctrine of protection. Almost everybody on thi side 
believes in that. Very few men go beyond that. But if in the 
course of the discussion a Senator upon this sid~ of the Cham
ber-I need not enumerate, I need not call names-expresses 
a contrary opinion upon a schedule, and he has an i ue with 
the chairman of the committee or with other members of the 
committee or with other Members of the body, the whole force 
and the whole display of newspaper comment will be upon that 
feature and will exaggerate it. 

The Senator never will see the day when that will not be the 
fact. This, which we may call "revolt" or this dissent from tbP. 
general position of the party by new men or by old men, will 
always be taken up by the newspapers, and will be the main 
feature of their comment, because it is picturesque. 

.I do not think the Senator ought to say, because of that, that 
there is a widespread conspiracy anywhere to exaggerate these 
differences. In the end no serious rift will appear. When the 
Senator from Mississippi, who is a Simon-pure, old-fashioned 
free trader-as near as the climate will permit-introduces and 
instead of being remorseful says that he is proud of it, a Simon-
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pure free-trade proposition, he will find nearly everybody on that 
side voting with him; and he will find, as the last vote disclosed, 
almost every Republican voting against him. This shows that 
n t the bottom there are the old lines of difference between pro
tection-for which this bill will stand when it goes through, I 
predict-and the Simon-pure doctrine of free trade, or the 
evasion of that, the doctrine of tariff for revenue only, the lat
ter will get most of the votes upon the other side. 

But, Mr. President, in some schedules, on some important fea
tures of this bill, there will be a rift, and men -on this side, 
honest in their expression and belief, will not follow the com-
mittee. , 

Mr. McLAURIN. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me 
to interrupt him for one moment? , 

Mr. HALE. Certainly. 
Mr. McLAURIN. Mr. President, there is no difference on 

the strict words of a tariff for revenue betWeen the Senator's 
party and me. I am for a tariff for revenue for the Govern
ment only. The Senator's party is for a tariff for revenue for 
the manufacturer; and we just differ on that. 

Mr. BACON. I wish to inquire, if I should now interrupt the 
Senator from Mississippi, who would have the floor? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Texas has the 
floor, and he yielded it temporarily to the Senator ftom Maine. 

l\fr. HALE. I am speaking temporarily by the indulgence of 
the Senator from Texas, who is always indulgent and generous 
in conducting debate. I was saying-- · 

Mr. BACON. I will say to the Senator, by way of apology, 
that I thought interruptions ought to be limited as amendments 
are-not to go beyond the second degree. 

l\Ir. HALE. When the Senator from Texas calls me to order, 
and says I am unduly trespassing on his patience and on the 
patience and endurance of the Senate, I will drop into my seat 
at once. 

M.r. .McLAURIN. In answer to what the Senator from 
Georgia says, I merely desire to say that the Republican party 
and I are both for a tariff for revenue-I for a tariff for rev
enue for the Government, and that party for a tariff for revenue 
for the manufacturers first and the Government incidentally. 

l\fr. HALE. Mr. President, I was sa.ying, or attempting to 
say, that upon important schedules in this bill there will be 
found on this side those who really believe an improvement can 
be made, and who, perhaps, exaggerate the constant cry of 
revision downward, which never was put into the Republican 
platform; but I do not question the sincerity of those Senators. 
I do not say it is conspiracy on their part, or on the part of 
anybody, except, possibly, the newspapers, to exaggerate their 
position. 

Now, when we come to the Senator's side, there will be sched
ules-1: could name them, although we have not reached them, 
with the ken of a prophet-where Senators 11pon the other side 
will take a view opposed to the general run of their party and 
the old-fashioned principles of the party. But they will be 
serious. It will be upon matters affecting them and their con
stituents, and 1 have not been one of those, as Senators will 
bear me out, who have engaged in taun~mg the other side with 
being inconsistent. I do not deem them inconsistent. All of 
the tariff schedules have to be taken together, and there will 
be instances time and again when there will be these defections 
from the general line pursued by the party. There is no con
spiracy, there is no disposition to exaggerate this, except, as I 
have said, that any Senator who takes a position which itself 
is a kind of picturesque attitude, attracts the attention of the 
newspapers. 

I am not a prophet nor the son of a prophet, but 1 predict 
that when we get through, as we shall, and the final upshot is 
the question of the passage of this bill, which will be found to 
nave many Teasonable and suitable reductions of tariff duty, 
but which will be broad and large as every such measure 
passed by a Republican Congress has been, a thoroughgoing 
:protection bill, and a -vote is taken, these divisions, which the 
Senator fears are being exaggerated, will disappear, and a 
pretty nearly united vote will be found upon one side of this 
Chamber for the bill as fin.ally reported, and a pretty nearly 
united vote will be found upon the other side against it, and 
the two parties will go into the forum of public 'Observation 
and scrutiny and decision upon the bill as passed-for and 
against. . 

While I know the philosophic mind of the Sena tor from Texas, 
and that he does not live in the realm of mares~ nests and does 
not discover or believe be discovers generally what bas no 
real existence, I think his apprehension on this ~ore of exag
geTation of the difference has not the usual merit or weight that 
things presented by him do ha-ve. l am not in any way fearful 
of that.. 

Mr. BAILEY . . Mr. President, when .I conclude I think th~ 
Senator from l\laine will change his opinion. I think also, 
however, that what the Senator from Maine .has said about the 
final attitude of the parties and the final judgment of the 
country has been well and accurately said. But I am now 
undertaking to call the attention of the Senate to certain facts, 
and I candidly say I am more interested in calling the attention 
of the country to them than I am in calling the attention of the 
Senate to them, because I believe this trouble exists outside of 
the Senate and not inside. 

Now and then some Repub1ican Senator, with more 1lippancy 
than sincerity~ t-alks about ou.r inconsistency. l3ut no Senator 
here, at least no Senator who ought to be here, believes it. 
They all perfectly understand that the attitude of the Demo
cratic party to-day upon the tariff question is probably more 
nearly one, both as to sentiment and as to action, than ever be-
fore in the histo.ry of this country. : 

Mr. President, when the Walker tariff bill was pending in this 
body it passed to its third ·reading by the T"ote of the Vice-
President, who indicated from his high place that if he were a 
Senator from Pennsylvania representing that smaller constitu
ency, he would vote "nay," but as the Vice-President of the 
United States and speaking for the larger constituency, he 
voted "yea." 

And these divisions which ha-ve existed time out of mind 
upon these questions are not new. It is a matter of some sat
isfaction to ine to believe that the Democratic party is to-day 
more nearly united than ever before in its history, both in it.s 
sentiment and, as it will appear finally, in its vote. 

I am not one of those sensitive and delicate souls that com .. 
plain every time our political adversaries attempt to save them
selrns by attacking us, and I could easily understand this 
exaggeration and .misrepresentation concerning the votes and 
the attitude of the Democratic party if it were confined to Re
publican newspapers, for .although I do not believe it defensible 
even for Republicans to misrepresent Democrats, it has been 
so usual for them to do so that I have become accustomed to it. 
But those misrepresentations the counb'y will appraise at their 
proper value and for them intelligent men, at least, will allow 
a proper discount. 

.But some of the people now engaged in this propaganda of 
misrepresentation and exaggeration can not offer a partisan 
excuse. This morning's Washington Post prints what appar
ently is a statement given out on behalf of a distinguished 
gentleman who was once a candidate for the presidential 
nomination of the Democratic party, and who, if all signs nre 
not at fault, intends again to become a candidate for that 
nomination. This article appears under a New York date ltne, 
and proceeds to say that Governor Johnson is of the opinion 
that the Democratic Senators who have betrayed their con
stituencies will not be able to lead their constituencies so far 
astray as the Senators themselves have gone. I know how 
unreliable these newspaper reports are, and what I say is 
said only upon the assumption that this correctly represents 
the view of Governor Johnson. If it does, he could spend his 
time more profitably at home studying the tariff question than 
in thus early seeking the favor of Democratic voters in the sev-
eral States. . 

More than that, Mr. President, if this interview or statement 
was either given out or authorized or sanctioned by Governor 
Johnson, he shows himself so utterly reckless of the truth as to 
disqualify him for high service in any station. Assuming a 
great di\ision among the Democrats in the Senate, he attempts 
to explain it, and his explanation is that the railroads of the 
South have interested themselves in this legislation, and that they 
ha:rn O'vercome the conscience and the principles of some Demo
cratic Senators. Goyernor Johnson owes it to himself, to the 
Democratic party, to the cause of candor, and, I might well say, 
to the cause of truth to specify those whose votes and whose 
speeches furnished him a predicate for that slander upon the 
Democrat.s of the Senate. Instead, sir, of swelling this yolume 
of misrepresentation and exaggeration, if he is worthy to wear 
the honors of the Democratic party and to receive its nomina
tion, he would not publish an unfounded imputation upon the 
honor and fidelity of Democratic Sena.tors who are striving 
faithfully and honestly to do their duty by their party and their 
country. I chaDenge Governor Johnson, and I challenge the 
smaller politicians who will repeat his calumny, to show by the 
record where any Democrat in the Senate has cast a vote that 
will give the semblance of countenance to the charge which he 
has made. 

Strangely. eno11gh, in this same morning paper that printed 
this grossly unjust attack of Go>..ernor Johnson ther€ is printed 
another artlele:f:rom the New York Tribune. I have no reproach 
for the New York Tribune, because J: have never expected 
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fair treatment for the Democratic party or for Democratic 
Senators at its hands. It takes as the text of its sermon to 
Democrats the vote on iron ore, and it complains against us 
because we would not vote to give the steel manufacturers of 
this country their raw material free of duty. 

~l'here was a time, Mr. President, when the Democrats of the 
United States labored under that kind of a hallucination but, 
happily, that time has passed, and never again can any' man 
speaking in the name and on behalf of the Democratic party 
advocate the fatal and foolish policy of giving the manufac
turers of the United States their raw materials without a tax 
while still leaving a tax on their finished product. 

When the Democratic party was seduced into the belief that 
it could bribe New England with this kind of a tariff doctrine 
they did propose to put iron and wool and many other article~ 
on the free list, and great apostles of Democracy invaded the 
precincts cf New England banquet halls and sought to persuade 
the manufacturers assembled there from their Republican al
legiance by promising them greater favors than the Republican 
party had accorded them. They stood there and declared that 
though the Republican party gave them a tariff on their finished 
product, it charged them a tax on their raw material, while the 
Democratic party proposed to take all the duty off their raw 
material and still leave them a duty on their finished product 
sufficient to command the American market. But you can 
call the roll of this Senate, and the Senators who taught 
that doctrine are no longer here. The Democratic party re
pudiated that heresy, as it was bound to do under the teach
ings and traditions of our Democratic fathers. 

The gravest criticism which Robert J. Walker, in his famous 
report on the tariff question, made against the Whig tariff act 
of 1842 was that it laid a higher rate of duty on the manufac
turers' finished product than it did on the raw material out of 
which it was made; and yet men who profess adherence to the 
opinions and doctrines of Robert J. Walker affront our intelli
gence and our sense ot justice by demanding that we give the 
manufacturer his raw material without any tax, and still leave 
him to tax the American people on his finished product. 

I desire to incorporate into the RECORD the New York Trib
une's complaint, which reads thus: 

The Republican party is not committed unconditionally to the policy 
of free raw materials. 

That is true. The Republican party is not committed uncon
ditionally to deal with the tariff according to any fixed or 
settled principle, and it amuses me immensely to hear some 
Republican Senators, when they make a reduction of 5 per cent, 
rise up and in an unctuous manner declare that" we are making 
progress," because half the time that reduction is made on some 
material which the manufacturer wants to import. It is no 
relief to the American consumer at all, but a benefaction to the 
American manufacturer; and that is precisely the kind of a 
favor which we refused to bestow on the steel trust and about 
which the New York Tribune complains: 

'l'he Republican party is not committed unconditionally to the policy 
of free raw materia ls. With Republicans their admission free is en
tirely a matter of expediency. If they can be admitted without harm 

.to domestic industry and are needed to supply the wants of domestic 
manufacturers, sound protection policy justifies their admission. Under 
protective tariffs hides have been admitted free, and it is believed 
by a great majority of protectionists that they should be put again 
on the free list. It is the same with coal and iron ore. 

l\Iark you, "it is believed by a great majority of protec
tioni ts." Do you know why they want to take the duty off 
the manufacturer's raw material? So that they can make a 
de<:>per cut on the manufacturer's finished product and still 
lea1e the manufacturer the old profit. That is exactly it. The 
consistent Republicans are the Republicans who believe in pro
tection for everybody, the producer of the raw material as well 
as the manufacturer of the finished product. The consistent 
Democrat is the Demecrat who does not believe in protection 
for anybody, but who believes that every man who imports an 
article that will yield a revenue ought to be compelled to pay 
for the privilege of importing it. Between these two party 
creeds stands a faction of each party. There are some Demo
crats who believe in the doctrine of free raw material, and 
there are some Republicans who believe in it if it suits their 
purpose. 

That I have not misinterpreted this criticism against us I 
want to make still more apparent by reading a passage from a 
paper that · calls itself "The Dallas Morning News,'' published 
at Dallas, Tex. It does not pretend to be a Democratic paper. 
I believe it sometimes calls itself an "independent Democratic 
paper," but my experience has always been that an independent 
Republican in the North is one who votes the Democratic ticket, 
and an independent Democrat in the South is one who generally 
sympathizes with the Republican P3:rty. 

This paper calls itself an independent Democratic paper and 
here is its explanation as to how the vote of Democratic Sena
tors against giving the steel trust its raw material free fell 
like a pall upon the pious souls of tariff reformers. Listen : 

The result of this wholesale desertion of Democrats over to the 
Aldrich standard on this particular rate has had a disheartening effect 
on the tariff reformers, as the placing of iron ore on the free list was 
the basis for the cuts which the Payne bill made in the products of the 
steel trust. 

In other words, they did not intend to take anything from the 
steel trust. The scheme was to reduce its cost of production 
and leave its profits undiminished. 

Mr. President, we might just as well have this matter under
stood here and now. I speak for nobody but myself. I am 
not authorized to speak for anybody but myself. But never will 
I give the steel manufacturer his raw material free until I can 
take the tariff from the finished products of his mill. Never 
will I vote to give the shoe manufacturer free hides until I can 
take the tariff from his shoes. Never will I vote to give the 
woolen manufacturer free wool until I can take the duty from 
the woolen clothes he makes. I will vote to give a manufacturer 
the raw material which he buys free of all taxes when the rev
nue necessities of the Government will permit us to emancipate 
his finished products from tariff duties; but not until then. 

For instance, take the duty on ore. It is 25 cents per ton, or 
less than 10 per cent ad valorem. Will anybody say that is 
protective? Take the duty on hides, and they complain that 
some of us favor that; it is 15 per cent, and a large quantity of 
hides that Congress intended should pay a duty has been ad
mitted free _by a ruling of the Treasury Department. The law 
allowed a calf's hide to come in, and the wise men of the 
Treasury Department proceeded to rule that a hide was a calf's 
hide until it weighed over 25 pounds. Except for that ruling 
of the Treasury Department, the duties on hides would to-day 
be fetching the Treasury more than $3,500,000. Of that sum, it 
is true, they disburse something like $1,000,000 in drawbacks. 

In 1907 the Government, even under this misconstruction, as 
I believe, of the Treasury Department, collected more than 
$3,100,000 in duties on hides, . and paid back something like 
$900,000 in drawbacks, leaving a net revenue of more than 
$2,000,000. Yet men say that because I vote for a 15 per cent 
duty, which yields more than $2,000,000 to the Public Treasury, 
I am betraying the Democratic party! 

Mr. President, under the Walker tariff law, which is gen
erally accepted by Democrats as an ideal expression of their 
views and principles, the average duty never fell below 24 
per cent. 

I have sometimes seen it stated as low as 19 and 20, but if 
you will examine the book issued by the Government, you will 
find that under that law the average duties never rose above 
27 per cent and never fell below 24 per cent. Yet they say that 
I violate the doctrine of the Democratic party- because I vote 
for a duty 50 per cent lower than the average duty of an ideal 
Democratic tariff law. 

The men who talk that way, Mr. President, are either igno
rant or vicious. A man can say it is wrong, and I will debate 
the merits of it, but when a man tells me it is rm-Democratic 
to vote for a duty of 15 per cent that will raise a re•enue of 
$2,000,000 I will not vex my civil disposition by arguing that 
question with him. 

The Democratic view, as I understand it, is this: Recognizing 
the necessity of collecting a large sum of money through the 
custom-houses to support the Government, we will vote to levy 
a duty on any article that will raise revenue, and the only 
exception we make to this rule is in favor of those articles of 
common and daily use which all men must buy. 

I voted for the amendment of the Senator from Mississippi 
[l\fr. MCLAURIN] to put all farming implements and mechanics' 
tools on the free list, and I never cast a vote in my life that 
accorded better with my judgment and my conscience. If you 
ask me if they are a necessary of life, I answer that a man 
must have tools to do his work, and I answer further that 
tools are so necessary that the statutes of ·every State in this 
Union exempt them from execution sale. 

The very States represented by Senators who voted against 
taking the tax from them will not allow a creditor to take a 
mechanic's tools on execution in payment of an honest · debt. 
You deem it so important, and you wisely deem it so, that the 
mechanic shall have the tools with which to earn a living for 
himself and family that you deny the sheriff, armed with the · 
writ of the State, the right to enter upon his premises and 
take his tools. You count them sacred, even against all honest 
obligations. And yet, wb,ile you will not permit an honest 
creditor to take them in satisfaction of a debt, you refuse to let 
him bUY. them free of tax. 
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If you want another illustration, I will vote for a tax on 

tea, but not for a tax on coffee. A tax on coffee would raise 
a round sum in revenue, but it is an article of universal 
use. It gh'es comfort and strength to the poor as they go 
about their daily toil and refreshes them when they come from 
it at nightfall; and as a concession to the hard circumstances 
of such men I refuse to tax it. On the other hand, I will cheer~ 
fully vote for a duty on tea because, as I understand it, the 
people who consume tea are well able to pay a moderate tax 
on it. 

I might detain the Senate with other illustrations, but these 
are sufficient. Let no man charge us with the advocacy of pro
tection until we vote for a duty that shall at least rise above 
the average duties of the Walker tariff law . . As long as we 
vote only for moderate duties, never exceeding 20 or 25 per cent, 
it is an ouh·age upon truth and justice and decency for men to 
assail us and pretend to think that we have abandoned our 
principles. 

To Senators who think it a Democratic virtue to proclaim 
that they are free h·aders, I put this question: Suppose we 
should come into power at the next election. Suppose that a 
great change in public sentiment wou~d elevate our candidate 
to tbe Presidency, return a majority to the House of Repre
sentatives, and give us control of this body. Does any man 
imagine that we could keep a free-trade pledge? No, sir. Ob
ligated by the necessities of the Government, as we would be, 
to raise a vast sum of money, we would be compelled to resort 
to collections through the custom-houses, and I warn Demo- · 
crats who allow their imagination and their emotion to take 
possession of their judgment against the wrath of that day 
when we come into power and are unable to fulfill the rash 
promises which they make to the people. 

We can never administer this Government and defray its le
gitimate expenses without a tariff duty, and we will be for
tunate indeed if we ever see the hour again when we can lay a 
tariff whose rates will not average more than 25 per cent. Be
tween the lower rates, like.12, 15, and 20 per cent, upon the arti
cles of common necessity and the higher rates of 50, 80, and 
even 100 per cent upon articles of luxury, the Democratic party 
will make, as it has always made, i_ts selection; but it is an 
Utopian dream for any man to suppose that, clothed with power 
in every department of the Gffvernment, we could ever giye the 
people of this country the blessings of free trade or could ever 
enact a tariff law whose rates would fall below the average of 
25 per cent. 

My attention has just been called to another case, and, as it 
mentions my name, I think I ought to incorporate it in the 
RECORD. The Courier-Journal of May 17-th~se things would 
be more persuasive to me if they came from sources that have 
always _been loyal in their support of the Democratic party 
and its candidates-published an editorial paragraph that runs 
this way: 

Senator BAILEY, demanding that the magnates of the steel trust
And, by the way, that is what excited the ire of some of these 

papers like the Chicago Tribune. It was my suggestion of put
ting men in jail that provoked them to write the editorial 
which they did and by which I feel greatly complimented. My 
rule in this world is to esteem the censure of some men as 
high a tribute as the praise of other men. I go by the rule 
of contraries with papers like the New York Tribune and 
the Chicago Tribune; the worse they say of me the better I like 
myself. 

The Courier-Journal says: 
Senator BAILEY, demanding that the magnates of the steel trust be 

put in jail, votes to put them in palaces by voting for a tariff on iron 
ore and against the old Democratic doctrine of free raw materials. 

The old Democratic doctrine of free raw materials! How 
old? Old enough, thank God, to have perished before this day; 
and yet not so old as that it ever received the indorsement of 
the Democratic fathers. It was, in a season of madness and 
folly, proclaimed as a Democ;rat_ doctrine; but it has long 
since been rejected as a Democratic heresy. , .. 

Mr. SMITH of 1\faryland. .i\1r. President, I wish to say that 
upon general principles I ngree entirely with the Senator from 
Texas [l\lr. BAILEY]. He spoke in regard to free iron ore. I 
voted for free iron ore, and I have no apology to make for cast
ing my vote that way. My idea in voting for free iron ore was 
not in any way to help the steel manufacturers, because, in fact, 
when you take the steel manufacturers or those who manufac
ture the largest proportion of the steel product of this country, 
they are opposed to free iron ore. They are opposed to it be
cause they themselves control the iron ore. · They control 85 
per cent of the free iron ore of this country. Hence they want a 
duty in order that the independent steel manufacturers may be 
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put at a disadvantage. I voted for free iron ore because I 
wanted competition, and I believed that in voting for free iron 
ore I would help, if I were successful in securing free iron ore, 
to bring about a competition which would not benefit the United 
States Steel Company. 

The steel manufacturers east of the Allegheny Mountains 
are at a very great disadvantage compared with those west 
of the Allegheny Mountains, because they can not get then· ore 

·except at an increased price-I understand at about $1.60 a 
ton. My object in voting tor free iron ore was that these inde
pendent manufacturers might be able to get the ore from which 
they make their steel products, in order to compete with the 
United States Steel Company, which owns or controls 85 per 
cent of the iron ore of this country. 

I do not make these remarks in the way of apology, but in 
order to give my views as to why there should be free iron ore 
in order to stop to an extent a monopoly. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President. I had no thought of suggesting 
that the Senator from Ma.ryland was influenced in casting his 
vote by a desire to benefit the steel trust, and I was in private 
conversation adyised of his view; but that Yiew is not compre
hensive enough. The trouble with it is, that when two corpora
tions are engaged in competition against each other, it requires 
us to sacrifice our principle to aid one of those corporations in 
its contest with the other. That system of dealing with the 
tariff, carried to its logical conclusion, would not only lead us to 
abandon ·the only effective method of dealing with the trusts, 
but would reduce our tariff legislation to other than revenue 
purposes. That can never succeed. Because this corporation is 
engaged in a competition with that corporation is no reason why 
we should give either corporation its raw material free of duty. 
If the corporations really compete against each other, that is a 
benefit to the Anierican people, and we ought not to discourage 
it by giving to the one or to the other a favor which might 
determine the supremacy between them. 

I said the other day, an.d I say now, that the only effective 
and sovereign remedy for the· trust evil is to be found in the 
criminal courts of this Republic. We must lay our taxes for 
revenue to support the Government and then we must resolutely 
set ourselves to the task of putting into the common jail the meu 
who will not obey our antitrust laws. I decline to consider the 
tariff, not as a question of taxation, but as a means of regulat
ing contests between different corporations. 

But, Mr. President, I did not rise to make that explanation. 
I only rose to emphasize the fact that at last the difference 
between the Senator from Maryland and the Senator from Texas 
is a difference over a question of fact and not over a question 
of principle. The Senator from Maryland belieyed that he was 
serving a useful purpose when lie ·rnted for free iron ore; and 
I freely say that the 8 or 9 Democratic Senators who voted 
with him believed the same way; but I just as confidently assert 
that the 16 Democratic Senators with wh-0m I voted were 
actuated by a principle as high as ever governed men. Our 
view was that all corporations ought to be compelled to pay 
their taxes share and share alike, and if one corporation obeys 
the law and the other does not, to put the officers of the offend
ing corporation in jail and let the contest between honest, law
abiding competitors proceed. 

Mr. Sl\fITH of Maryland. l\Ir. President, I have no disposi
tion whatever to criticise any Democrat who voted for a duty 
on iron ore, but there is a semblance of competition in regard to 
steel manufactures in this country. There is no question in my 
mind but that the United States Steel Company and those west 
of the Allegheny Mountains did wanf a duty on iron ore; and 
there is no question but what the independent manufacturers 
did not want a duty on iron ore. 

Mr. BAILEY. Will the Senator permit me to interrupt him? 
l\Ir. SMITH of l\Iaryland. Certainly. 
Mr. BAILEY. The Senator perfectly understands that no 

corporation or no manufacturer wants a duty on his raw ma
teriaJ. 

Mr. Sl\IITH of l\Iaryland. It is a fact that they did want a 
duty on this because they do not buy any iron ore, but they have 
their own iron ore, and it is to their interest for their competi
tors to. pay as high a price as can be obtained for it. 

l\Ir. BAILEY. If the Senator will pardon me, that argument 
can be reduced to an absurdity in this way, that whethe1· they 
do not buy or whether they do buy, there is one thing certain, 
they do not sell the iron ore. 

Mr. SMITH of Maryland. No; they sell the manufactured 
product. 

Mr. BAILEY. They sell the manufactured product. 
1\Ir. SMITH of Maryland. I agree with that. 
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Mr. BAILEY. So, if you have no-tax on iron ore, there is no 
tax on that which they do not sell~ · 

Mr: SMITH of Maryland. They did want a duty on iron ore, 
and I know it. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, they felt more at 'liberty to 
talk with the Senator from :Maryland about it than they did 
to me. 

Mr. Sl\fiTH of Maryland. Possibly they did, but such, never
theless, is the case. It was to their interest in order that their 
competitors might not have an equal advantage with them. 
As to the revenue on iron ore, it is so small that the advantages 
accruing from free iron ore in this country are more than met by 
the advantages of the shippers of the product in this country in 
having vessels coming in here la.den instead of coming in here 
light to transport their product 

l\Ir. BAILEY. There is the ren.l basis of the opinion of the 
Senator from Maryland. It is to give certain Atlantic ports 
an advantage ·of certain trade by the remission of certain du
ties. I do not complain that that is true, because it is only a 
part of the general line of argument which led the Senator 
from l\farylnnd nnd others representing Atlantic seaboard 
States to try to equalize the seaboard and the interior by the 
abolition of those duties. Now, Mr. President--

Mr. SMITH of l\Ial'yland. Go ahead, sir. 
Mr. BAILEY. I thought the Senator was through. 
Mr. SMITH of Maryland. I run not. 
fr. BAILEY. I beg the Senator's pardon. I thought he 

had resumed his seat. 
l\Ir. -SMITH of Maryland. I have not. 
Mr. BAILEY. I will wait until the Senator does so. 
Mr. SMITH of Maryland. I want to say with reg"3.rd to the 

ad'°"antage which would be given to the Atlantic coast in the 
export of their commodities, that that certainly would not in
timidate me into voting for it. At the same time that, in con
nection with the fact that it was creatipg a competition between 
the independent steel manufacturers of this country and the 
United States Steel Company, who own ·the iron ore of this 
coup.try, induced me to vote for ftee iron ore. 

.Mr. TILLMAN. Will the Senator, before .he takes his seat, 
answer tne a question? 

Mr. SUI'.DH of Mary land. If I can. 
Mr. TILLMAN. He stated a moment ago that he did know 

that the steel trust wanted a duty on iron ore. Will he give 
us the source of his information? 

Mr. SMITH of Maryland. Well, I do not know that I care 
to give the source, but I have it. I was called upon in re<Tard 
to the matter,. and urged to vote for a duty on iTon ore by 
people representing. the United States Steel Company or some 
of their subsidiary factories. , . , 

Mr. TILLMAN. Does the Senator know that there is a sin
gle independent steel manufacturer? 

l\Ir. Sl\fiTH of Maryland. I think so. I do not know. 
Ur. TILLMAN. I will read again something I read in the 

Senate some · days ago. It is the testiniony of Mr. Carnegie, 
who ought to know . something about steel. He has filled his 
pocket with hundreds of inillions of dollars taken from the 
pockets of the consumers by net of Congress under the leader
ship of our friends on this side of the Chamber. 

Mr .. BAILEY. Not this side. 
Mr. TILLMAN. I am pointing right to the side over there,

the Republican side of the Chamber. 
Mr. BAILEY. But the trouble of it is the RECORD does not 

show which way your finger points. 
. Mr. TILLMAN. All right. I thank the Senator for keeping 

me from maki.t).g a mistake. Here is wha.t Mr. Carnegie says: 
That is the same gentleman who told you he bad DO agreement with 

other steel companies; that he could sell where he plea.sed, to whom he 
pleased, and as much :is he pleased. Well, Mr. Chairman, if you had 
asked him if be bad not a sort of understanding which bad the same 
re ·ult as the agreement, be would have had to tell you that be had; 
n.nd I do not like witne·sses to talk in a double sense. We have not 
only to tell the truth, but we have to tell the whole truth. and I tell it. 

1\fr. Carnegie says that they are under the direction and con
trol and ha·rn an agreement with each other, and the steel 
trust compels them, in a way, to sell at certain prices, which it 
fixes. I do not want any controversy with the Senator from 
l\farylund. I give him full credit for doing what lle believes 
to be his duty in trying to give some so-called "independent 
teel manufacturers" down in Baltimore free ore. I have no 

fault to find with him for voting that way; but, as I voted the 
other way, I do not wan~ anybody to a sail me or impugn my 
moti\tes as undertaking ·to bolster .up ·the steel trust, because the 
Senate has been told--

1\fr. SMITH of Maryland. I ·wm say to the Senator from 
South Carolina that 'l mid that I did not criticise his vote or 
any other man's vote. 

Mr. TILLMAN. I was rather trying to get after these so
ca11ed "Democratic" papers at Louisville, Ky., and Dallas, 
Tex., Which are undertaking to suy that the Democratic party 
is split wide open. When this iniquitous bill, which our friend 
from Rhode Island [l\fr. ALDRICH] is trying to engineer throngb, 
and will succeed in doing~let us round up and show the country 
that we are Democrats still. 

Mr. SMITH of Maryland. I am not responsible for the papers 
of this country, either Republican or Democratic; but I am 
responsible for my vote. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, there is only one thing I want 
to say in reply to the suggestion which the Senator from :Mary
land has made, and that is, that whenever we consent to waive 
our principles, which require all of the manufacturer's raw 
material to ·pay a duty, in order that we may help one corpora
tion as against another corporation, we generally find that we 
have been victimized by precisely the conditions the Senator 
from South Carolina now lays before the Senate upon the 
sworn testimony of Mr. Carnegie. Mr. Carnegie perhaps knows 
more about the condition of the steel industry in the United 
States · than any other one man; and he tells the Ways and 
M:eans Committee that, after all, there is an understanding "be
tween the so-called "competing companies" that makes real 
competition impossible. If that is true, and that it is true I 
have no doubt, then the only effect of taking the duty off of 
iron ore was to violate our general principle against untaxed 
raw material for the sole and only purpose, or rather, I will 
say, with the sole and only effect of aiding a combination that 
is part of a colossal conspiracy against the commerce of the 
•United States. 

.Mr. OVER1\IAN. Mr. President, do 1 understand the Senator 
to say that we voted for it with that as " the sole and only 
purpose?" 

Mr. BAILEY. No. 
Mr. OVERMAN. I understood the Senator to say that; but 

he then withdrew it and said "the sole and only effect." We 
want to get in no party division here. I will not answer the 
Senator, but I do wa·nt ·to understand what he did say. I hope 
he did not say that. 

l\Ir. BAILEY. lf the Senator :from North Carolina had been 
attending closely, he would have perceived that I at once saw 
the impropriety of phrasing it in that way, because the pur
pose with which you do a thing and the effect of having done it 
are sometimes ·as wide apart as the poles. I have seen the 
most honest of men produce a bad effect; but I never knew a.n 
honest man to do a thing with a bad purpose; and before I 
concluded the -sentence l saw that it was not a correct ex
pression and withdrew it, or, rather, I corrected it. 

I pass that, however, as n mere-difference among Democrats 
over a question of fact, and in saying that I am but repeating 
what I have already said. 

I want for one moment to call the attention of the Senate to 
another argunlent that as ails us at every point: Every time a 
man wants a thing done he tells us that the trusts do not want 
it done, and every time he does not want a thing done he tells 
us that the trusts do want it done. Two excellent gentlemen 
spent an hour with me the other -day trying to convince me that 
the· Standard Oil Company wants free oil. I am going to vote to 
put oil and .all the products of it on the free list~~md, by the 
way, our Republican friends must not forget that the State 
which I in part represent is now one of our largest oil-producing 
States-but no o·n is imported, and therefore a duty on it will 
not bring any revenue to the Treasury, and its only effect is 
to increase its- price to the people of the United States who must 
use it for light and heat. 

So it is, Tu. President, from day to ,day and from schedule .to 
schedule, these arguments are pressed upon u --sometimes hon
estly and always with some effect~but I have one answer to 
every argument of that kind. I shall vote to levy taxes with 
a Tiew to revenue and to justice and I shall vote for laws with 
teeth in them to send the men who conspire against the com
mercial peace and commercial competition in these United 
States to prison for that offense. 

We must separate the one from the other, and then, when they 
tell us that a trust wants a thing done, call them before the 
grand jury and make them tell where that trust is located, for 
if it be a trust, we have a law condemning it; and we havs men 
who have taken an oath to execute that law. So it is ea y 
enough to solve questions of that "kind if only we enforce the 
law. · 

I want ·to say this, Mr. President, and then I have said all I 
intend to say ·this afternoon about it: I can take the office of 
the .Attorney-General of the United ·states to-morrow, and, if 
they will let me select my assistants, 'I can break up every un
la wfu~ cpmbination in the United States in the next two years. 
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All you need to do is to prosecute and convict one or two of 
them, and that will be the end of it. When I say I can do it I 
do not assume to be a better lawyer or so good a lawyer as the 
gentleman who occupies that high position. I have had very 
little experience with the prosecution of criminal cases, but I 
have no doubt that those laws can be enforced. Neither have I 
any doubt that the sensible thing for us to do is to enforce the 
laws that we have instead of continually malting more laws. 

If any man doubts the justice of my criticism, I only need to 
remind him that in all the proceedings of this Federal Govern
ment against the_ men who have violated our antitrust laws 
the action has been against the corporation, and not against the 
individuals. The same facts that would convict the corpora
tion, and sentence it to pay a fine, will coni;-ict the officers of 
the corporation and sentence them to prison. A corporation 
can not act except through its authorized agents and officials; 
and whenever a corporation commits a crime, it commits it 
through t1he act of some authorized agent or official. Therefore 
it is as plain as the day that if, instead of prosecuting the cor
poration and sentencing it to pay a fine, you will prosecute the 
officer, you can send him .to prison, and if you will do that, in 
a little while they will not be able to find men with respectabil
ity enough that they are willing to trust them, who will accept 
their offices and violate the laws of this Republic. 

Only the other day-and perhaps we ought not to comment 
on it here, and I will not comment by name or by specification 
but I will allude to the circumstances-within the last te~ 
days, in one of the southern towns, eminently respectable and 
prosperous men have been found guilty of a violation of our 
antitrust laws, and two of them have been sentenced to serve 
a term in the common jail. I am willing to go on record here 
and now that that action will dissolve that trust. It is the 
same with all men who violate the law. Suppose you would 
merely fine a man who stole money, how long do you think it 
would take you to suppress the crime of theft? Suppose that 
you allowed a man who stole a million dollars to pay a fine of 
$100,000. The honest man would not be tempted to steal by 
that premium on theft, but every scoundrel in the country would 
be looking for an opportunity to steal something if he could 
acquit himself to the majesty of law by surrendering to the 
State a part of what he had stolen. 

Yet that is exactly the premium that you are to-day putting 
upon the violation of your antitrust laws. You tell these men 
to. go on and violate the law and that, if they are caught, you 
w1ll only take from them a part of what they have first taken 
from the people, and if you happen to take a little more than 
they have already taken-from the people, they soon supply the 
deficiency by taking still further sums from the helpless victims 
your law subjects to their avarice. But instead of taking their 
money, take their liberty; and my word for it, Mr. President, 
we shall hear no more in the Senate Chamber of the United 
States about remitting taxes to rich and prosperous people in 
order to help them sustain themselves in competition against 
other rich and prosperous people. 

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President, I have only a few words to 
say; and I do not intend to make any speech. 

I agree with the Senator from Texas [1\lr. BAILEY] in some 
things that he has said, and I disagree with him in other things 
that he has said. I agree with him on his general propositions 
of party policy. I disagree with him as to the facts of this 
particular case. And that is a question upon which each one 
of us must form his own opinion. 

I Toted for free iron ore, and I will vote for it again and 
again; and I do not regret my vote. On the contrary, I am 
glad that I voted that way. I voted for it for this reason and 
for this motive, and for no other motive: I thought it was a 
move in the direction of breaking down the United States Steel 
Corporation, which, in my judgment, is one of the greatest 
monopolies in the United States. I may be wrong, and the 
Senator may be right; but that was my motive in voting for it. 
I believed when I voted for free iron ore that the United 
States Steel Corporation owned about 85 per cent of the raw 
material in the United States. If the United States Steel 
Corporation was not in control of the raw material, the argu
ment of the Senator .might be logical. I assert that the raw 
material is practically controlled by the United States Steel 
Corporation. I apprehend that every one of us who, from 
honest motives-just in the same way that those who voted 
the other way voted from honest mofrrns-voted to put iron on 
the free list, did so in order to break down this great monopoly 
that is dominating the American market. 

Mr. President, I want to say this to the Senator from Texas: 
I think the proposition that he has stated is a very important 
one. I agree with him upon the general proposition which he 
states in reference to the policy of the party in connection with 

raw materials. I think it would be perfectly ridiculous for us 
to stand here and vote for raw materials for the benefit of the 
manufacturer, and then keep up the duty on the manufactured 
product. I do not think there is a Democrat here that will 
dissent from the views of the Senator from Texas on this 
branch of the question. I want to read just a few lines from 
the platform of the Democratic party at the time Mr. Cleve
land was nominated, that sustain the general proposition of 
the Senator from Texas: 

We denounce the McKinley tariff law enacted by the Fifty-first Con
gress as the culminating atrocity of class legislation ; we indorse the 
efforts made by the Democrats of the present Congress to modify its 
most oppressive features in the direction of free raw materials. 

But it did not stop there. It went on to say: 
And cheaper manufactured goods. 

In other words, when you give your manufacturer his raw 
materials free, take off the compensating duty upon the manu
factured product. When you giTe him free iron ore, lower the 
duty upon the manufactured products of iron. When you give 
the woolen manufacturers of New England free wool, lower 
the duty upon manufactured woolen goods. When you give 
them free hides, if you can, lower the duty upon leather and 
shoes and all the products of free hides. 

That does not mean for a moment that I am not in favor 
of voting for free raw material in cases where it is impossible 
to lower the duty. That does not bind me to say that I do not 
intend to vote for free hides; for I do intend to vote that way, 
notwithstanding that it is impossible for me here in this pres
ence to lower the duty npon the manufactured product. I be
lieve, not as a question of party policy, but as a question of 
economy, that whenever you give a manufacturer raw materials 
free, you necessarily, by competition, cheapen in the American 
market the product of his manufacture. 

..Mr. President, that is about all that I desire to say, except 
this: I want to be perfectly frank about this, just as the 
Senator from Texas is in voting the other way, and as we all 
are. I do not think there is any great difference between us 
upon questions of party policy, but there is a great difference 
between us upon some of these schedules. I apprehend that 
each one of us is absolutely honest in the motives that induce 
him to Tote one way or the other on the various schedules. If 
the manufacturing interests of my State had asked me to vote 
for free iron ore simply for the purpose of giving them free 
iron ore and to keep the duty up on the manufactured product. 
I would not have acceded to the proposition. I stand here now 
ready to vote for a reduced duty upon every manufactured 
product that the competitive steel industries of the United 
States are manufacturing. Bring out your lowei: duty upon 
every manufactured product into which iron enters,.. and I will 
vote for that lower duty. 

I _voted for free iron ore simply because I believed, and I 
believe now-and I have not heard a word from the Senator 
from Texas upon the facts which contradict the view that I had 
when this schedule was up-that my vote helps to break down 
one of the greatest monopolies of the country. And I want to 
be understood about this : Without regard to reducing the duty 
upon the manufactured product, whenever I can vote for a free 
raw material that will break down and destroy these monop
olies that are oppressing the American market, I propose to 
vote for free raw material. The difference between us is sim
ply upon a quei:.tion of fact. 

Another thing I shall not do is this : I shall never stand in 
this Hall and vote for a protective duty. I do not mean for a 
m:oment to say that there is any difference of opinion between 
us upon that subject. Whenever you have a duty proposed 
that is not a revenue duty, but is a protective duty, in either mv 
own State or my own city or any bther place, I shall vote 
against it. I say that because I believe in a constitutional 
tariff for revenue, and I will never change my opinion about 
that. I do not think this Government has the right to levy any 
duty except a duty for revenue. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. l\Ir. President, the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. BEVERIDGE] asked me what reason I had for this amend
ment. As I understand it, the status regarding this particular 
paragraph is as follows : 

The articles enumerated in this paragraph, such as sewin"' 
machines, and so forth, are not enumerated in the present tariff 
law. They fall under the general basket clause which imposes 
a duty of 45 per cent. The House has specially enumerated 
these articles in the proposed bill, and suggests a duty of 30 
per cent, and my amendment calls for a reduction of that duty 
to 20 per cent. -
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The reasons ·why I urge the reduction are these: The statis
tics furnished to us by the committee show that the annual 
-exports of these articles amount to -$35r000,000; t.hat the total 
annual production in this country amounts to $132,000,000, and 
'that there are no imports. Wherever there are no imports of 
flJlY article that is fill indication to me that ·the existing duty is 
a prohibitory one. Therefore the present duty of 45 per cent is 
condemned. 

But why place the duty at 20 per cent, according to my amend
ment, instead .of 30 per cent? Simply because there hav.e been 
no imports whatever; and I be1ieve that wherever the ·statistics 
show that there are no imports of any given article, the existing 
duty should be very mater'ially reduced. 

Another reason I have for this amendment d.s that .most of 
these articles-all of them, I believe-are under the control of 
combinations and trusts in this country which have practically 
stifled free competition at home. I regard it :as good policy, 
and the Democratic party has so declared in itsJ)latform, where
ever a product is controlled by a ·domestic trust, and domestic 
competition is stifled, to introduce 'foreign competition; and the 
only question that remains is whether we shall put that article 
upon the free list absolutely and bring against the ·domestic 
·monopoly the full ·force of ·foreign competition or whether we 
shall moderate the foreign competition by Imposing ·some lower 
d~. . 

1\fr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. ·President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the ·senator ·from Nevada 

yield to the Sena tor from Michigan? 
Mr. NEWLANDS. I prefer 'to go on with my statement. 
The VICE-PBESIDENT. 'The Senator from Nevada prefers 

not to yield. 
Mr. NEWL.ANDS. I will yield to the Senator :toward the 

..clo e, but just now 1 ·wish to .go ·on consecutively. 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. .I simply wanted to ask the Sen

ator from Nevada--
The VICE~PRESIDENT . . The Senator from Nevada prefers 

not to yield. 
l\Il'. '.N.EWL.:A .. NDS. .Afr. President, this duty therefore 1 

.placed at 20 per cent. It iB a revenue ·duty, or I hope it ·will 
be. I hope it will not prove a :prohibitory duty. If I thought 
so 1 ·would still further -reduce it. But it is introduced in a 
tentative way, with a view to introducing ·foreign competition 
in order to prevent domestic monopoly and with _a -view to ob
taining revenue by the redu<!tion of ·duties from which ·at pres
·ent ·no revenue is obtained. 

I am now ready to -answer the question of the Senator from 
Michigan. 

1Ur. ~ITTH of Michigan. I ·was ·simply going to ask the 
Senator from Nevada if he believed ·in free rtrade on ·these two 
items with -respect 1:0 which he seeks to amend the rates? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. I have already stated thai--
'Mr. S.JJflTH of Michigan. Does the Senator believe ·in free 

trade on these two items-cash registers and '"Sewing machines? 
]\ir. NEWLANDS. Yes. I voted to put them on the free list. 
'Mr. SMITH of MiChigan. I know you -voted for it, but ~ 

want to know whether you believe in it. 
'Mr. :NEWLA ms. I voted then upon the assumption that 

almost all these articles are controlled by a trust, and I was 
theTefore absolutely warranted in voting to place them upon 
the free list. I prefer, however, to move along tentatively in 
-the way -0f a reduction of duty, so that ·foreign competition may 
be introduced as a factor in breaking up :the domestic mo
nopoly, at the same time :producing revenue and without the 
·destruction of any American :industry. 

I wish to say, with regard to the question of ·free ~:rade and 
the free ll~t--

1\1r. LA ·FODLET:DE. 1\fr. -President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator :from Nevada 

yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Will the Senator yield to me for just 

a moment to bring to his attention a little item of testimony 
which I find in the hearings? 

- :Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 
l\Ir. BEVERIDGE. We can not hear the Senator from Wis

consin. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Will the Senator speak a little 

louder? 
l\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. I wish to bring to the attention of the 

Senator a bit of evidence, upon the sale of sewing machines in 
this country and abroad, which 'I find in the tariff ·hearings, 
furnished by a Mr. Arnold, who testified ·before the ·ways rrnd 
Means Committee. He is a manufacturer of -varnish, a:nd ap
veared before the committee to ·request 'that there :be no lower
ing of the duty ·on his product, :not because the conditions of 
the business required the duty to be maintained, .as :he stated, 

nut because he preferred not to have the business disturbed. 
He was examined by members of the c.ommittee and wa:s 
testifying with respect to varniBh. 

Mr. COCKR.A..N. But, as .a matter of fact, -yo.u are able to compete with 
the foreigner? 

.AJ:>solntely-
The witness answered, and he continued: 
We go into the foreign countries and compete with the world. We 

sell the goods and those shipmen-ts are increasing from -year to year, the 
goods being s~ld at a profit. There is no dumping .ground f.or varnish. 
I have sold .goods in foreign countries--all over the world-myself as far 
back as 1882. I do not believe .this -story about giving away goods to 
get rid of them. I ·will say that 1 sold sewing machines in 1882 .abroad 
at a price of $19.50 for the same machines that were 'Selling m this 
-e-0untry for $65, and they were not m3de anywhere else ex~eptlng in 
this country. .And I will say, too, that I made money .out of 1t. 

Then l\Ir. Pou took a hand in .questioning the manufacturer: 
Mr . . Pou . . And the same kind of machines were sold as llere.? 
Mr. ARNOLD. Yes; and at a price of $65. 1 sold plows m South 

Afri~a for $8.'50 i:hat ou could not buy for less than $12.50 1:1P to 20 
in this country. And I say that all this rubbish about dumprng goo.ds 
in 'foreign countries is nonsense. 

Now, on the subject of typewriting machines, everybody 
"knows that typewriter machines are sold in this c.ountry rrt 
about $100 :.apiece. I am informed that t.hey ha;ve been sold 
abroad for $35 apiece for years. 

There has been a typewriter comhination for iyears. As early 
as 1893 the manufacturers organized ·under the laws of New 
Jersey for the purpose of controlling rthe bnsiness. 'rhe trust 
'Was incorporated as the ":Union Typewriter ·C~p:my." . 'J'..'he 
following concerns were consolidated: The Amen.can W:nting 
Machine Company, the Remington Typewriter Company, the 
Densmore Typewriter Company, ·the Smith-Premier. CoJ?pany, 
and the Yost W-riting Machine Company. Total cap1ta11.s ued, 
par value, was $18,0I5,000. The -element of monopoly is strong, 
consisting of tariff benefits, patents, trade-marks, and so forth . 

Thev control the ·business in tbis ·country absolutely 1and com
rpel Allerican purchasers to -pay the ·exorbitant price ·Of $100 :for 
·machines ·which they ·sell abroad at $35. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. May I ask ·fue Senator :whether those 
•companies ·make abroad :fhe machines which they .sell abroad 
cheaper than they ·do at ·home, or do they export 1hem? 

Mr. LA FOLLE"l'TE. They are made here and .are sent al1 
over the world. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Of course ihe Senator 'knows ·and we all 
'Jrnow-and I want to near him upon that po~t-that eveTy
thing manufactured in any country, regardle s of its policy, 
whether protective oT ·free trade, is ·sold, for various rea ons, 
outside of that cmmtry cheaper than at home. ·0ne ·of :the 
:reasons is the occupation of new .markets. One is the disposal 
of surplus. I want to know whether ·either one of 'those causes 
·operated in this 'instance? 

Mr. ·u FOLLETTE. 'I am very certain they do not. T.ha:t 
these type machines ha-ve been sold cheaper abroad than. ·at 
home for many _yeaTS is a matter of .almost common kn.owl.edge. 

'!t.ir. NEWLAl\'DS. I am -very glad to have the information 
presented by the Senator from Wisconsin -reo-arding sewing 
machines and 'typewriters. The evidence seems i:.o ..be conclu
sive, and it is a matter of common knowledge that with refer
ence to these two commodities "it has been the custom of the 
manufacturing ·companies in ,this country to sell abroad :rt 
'Prices very much less ·than -those cllar.ged at home, .and the 
price charged abroad is compensatory to them~ That is one of 
the considerations. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President--
The -VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the . Senator ·from Nevada 

yield •to the Senator from 'Utah? 
.Mr. 1\"EWLANDS. Certainly. 
Mr. ·SMOOT. Does the Senator know what difference 'there 

is 'between the wholesale price of a sewing machine 'in this 
country and the wholesale price in foreign cotmtrie ? 

1\1r. Nl!JWLANDS. I do not. 
·Mr. ·SMOOT. 1 want to i:ell the .Senator. There is this ·ques

tion to be ta.ken into consideration: I know that many of the 
manufacturers of ·this country sell •sewing machines in carload 
lots at ·a very low rate. I know ·they have sold as low as 19 
apiece, and then they .are retailed-that is, to the consumer
for $60 or $65. 

l desire to call attention to the fact that that is on account of 
the way the business is done in this country, and it is ne.ver 
done the same way in a ·foreign country. 1 know th~y ha•e an 
agent, and they go from door to door. They ell the -machine 
on time, and if they can get as the first payment what the 
machine cost they will take an om. machine in, .and they will 
call it ·$60 or $65, whereas that machine ·the manufacturer has 
sold as low as ~"19. · ·Does not the ·senator know that ithat is the 
absolute fact? 

Mr. N-EWLANDS. 1: do not. 
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Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I know it is the fact. 
fr. McLAURIN. Will the Senator allow me to ask the Sen

ator from Wisconsin a question? 
Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 
Mr. 1\IcLA.URIN. The price at which this sewing machine

was testified to have- been sold I understood to be $95 or $100 
instead o.f $60. 

Mr. LA.. FOLLETTE. Sixty-five dollars. 
Mr. SMOOT. That is an entirely different machine. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE.. It was the Senator from Wisconsin-, -
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 

yield to the Senator from Indiana? 
Mr. NEWLA.NDS. I yielded to the Senator from Mississippi. 

whose question--
Ur. McLAURIN. In the testimony of Mr. Arnold that he 

read as to sewing machines which were selling in Europe for 
$35, I believe it was, as I caught it, they were selling in this. 
country a.t about $90 or $100. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. They were selling abroad for $19.50, 
and were selling in, this co.untry at $65 at that time. 

l\Ir. McLA.URIN. Sewing machines? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes, sir. The Senator must have had 

in mind the figures I gave with respect to typewriting machines. 
1\Ir. McLAURIN. Those were sold at $35 in foreign coun

tries and a hundred here. I had that in my mind. 
Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT~ Does the· Senator from Nevada 

.yield to, the Senator from Indiana 't 
l\1r. NEWLANDS. Certainly. 
l\1r. BEVERIDGK I merely want to ask the Senator from 

.Wisconsin, who called attention to. these figures~ what he has 
to say with :reference tQ the statement of the Senator from 
Utah about the- wholesale p:riee in car lots.? 

Mr. SMOOT. Sewing machines. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I have nothing to say about that, be

eause I did not give- any figures on sewing machines except 
sucb as I read from the testimony. 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I wish the Senator from Utah would 
make bis statement again, because I was diverted and did not 
hear it. But I got the impression that the wholesale price wiped 
out that difficulty. If. the difficulty: can be disposed of, I should 
like to have the whole facts presented., So I ask the Senator 
from Utah to state it again. We were all diverted by conversa
tion. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 
yield for that purpose? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly~ 
l\Ir. SMOOT. I now make the statement again, that the 

manufacturers of sewing machines in this country sell in car
load lots at about $19 apiece for sewing machines that are rold 
to the consumer for $60 to $65; and I went on to explain why 
that wa~e heavy expenses of men traveling from door to 
door and sel.ling the maehine at $65. with a :first payment made, 
and taking old machines at a high price. It is the system of 
selling machines in this country. It does not exist in a foreign 
country. 

Mr. McLAURIN. Will the Senator allow me_ to ask him where 
lle gets this information? 

1\Ir. SMOOT. I get the information from the very fact tha.t I 
have seen these invoices to institutions in my own State that 
have bought the machines in carload lots. So it is not the 
mnnafacturer; it is the mode of doing business. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It is perfectly apparent the witness was 
not stating the wholesale price abroad. He was speaking of the 
sale of single machines there, as he was speaking of the sale o:f 
single- :machines in this country, and was making the comparison 
to show that they were sold ahroad at the lower price. It would 
have been entirely mislea:ding and an imposition upon the com
mittee had he been dealing in one case with the wholesale price 
nnd in the other with the- retail price. 

Mr. SMOOT. I simply called attention to the fact tpat the 
manufacturer has only to do with the wholesale price, and I 
.wanted to say that much for the manufacturer._ 

Mr. NEWLANDS. In answer- to the Senator from Utah, 
I wish to.' say that be makes. the usual an8we:r whieh he has 
always made during the consideration of the pending bill wl?.im 
he has been confronted with the high prices prevailing in this 
country regarding ceutain articles and commodities as compared 
with the fo:reign market, and that he invariably endeavors to 
charge the imposition of these high prices not upon the mrurn
facturer. but upon the retailer. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have not said anything in relation to. the 
retailer here any further than I have saicl that. the mode of 
handling the sewing machines is suc-h that in my belief it 
actually compels him to sell at the high price in order to pay 
the expenses. attached thereto. In England, I will tell the 

Senator~ the machines are. in the stores, sold exactly the same 
as any other commodity, and in this country in some lilstunces, 
especially of late, the same way of selling machines is ccming 
into vogue. 
Mr~ NEWLANDS. Well, Mr, Presi:dent, accepting the Sena

tor's amendment, r understand his statement to be that tbe 
methods of business conducted by retailers in this country are 

' such as to result in the charge of a price in this. country amount
ing to two, three, and four times the amount that is charged 
in other countries in the retail business for such commodities. 

l\Ir. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want the Senator to be per
fectly fair in this µiatter. I have already stated that it is not 
the custom in everything; but in the sale of sewing machines. 
which we are discussing now. it has been the custom in the 
pa.st to take an old machine and give a good price for it. They 
take that off the price,, but they never again sell the old ma
chine for the amount they allow for it. Tbat is_ to be taken 
into considez:ation. I do not believe that in the end the re
tailer makes, such a. very Dig prcfit, when the way of selling 
the goods is taken into consideration. 

Mr., BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator 
from Utah what the- facts are along the line- he is talking in 
the case of typewriters? 

l\fr. SMOOT. I have had no experience whatever with type
writerB.o I know nothing about the wholesale cost. I do not 
know anything about how they are sold. . · 

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator does not answer the Senator 
from Wisconsin.. 

Mr. SMOOT. r do not answer the S.enator from Wisconsin on 
the question of typewriters, because I know nothing about. them. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President, we have the evidence, then, 
unanswered so far as typewriters are concern~ that the 
charge in this co-tmtry is $100 for each typewriter, and abroad 
the charge is $35, Whilst the- Senator from Utah objects to 
the precise method in which I speak of his general replies to 
and defenses regarding the charges of high prices in this coun
try as compared with abroad, yet the fact remains, generally, 
that he states the conditions of business and the customs of 
businesS' are such in this country as to result in many com
modities in_ an imposition .upon the purchasers of a price two, 
three, and four times as high as that imposed in foreign coun
tries. 

The American people are interested in the fact that high prices 
prevail throughout this country, tha:t prices have advanced out 
of proportion to the advance of wages in the country, that a 
given wage will not buy as much of commodities as it would 
years ago; an<l the country demands some satisfactory answer 
regarding the question. We charge_ that the bigb prices are 
largely due to the protective system. The Senator denies it. 
The denial is made generally b-y tbat. side of the House, that 
the high tariff wall is raised and that domestic competition be
tween rival competitors gradually reduces_ the price- behind the 
protection of the tariff wall,. and this,, too, in the face of the 
fact that prices are constantly advancing. 

Inasmuch as the Senator from Utah has raised the con-
, tention that these high prices are not due to the protective 
system, but that on the contrary the protective system !owe.rs 
domestic prices instead of raising them above the aver
age of the world, and that these. bigh prices are chargeable 
to the customs. and methods of retail business throughout the 
country, I suggest to him that it is. time the Finance- Commit
tee were making an inquiry into that question. The duty de
volves upon them to report immediately to the Senate the res
olution proposed by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. GORE], 
calling for the appointment of a special committee to inquire 
into these abuses, ascertain their cause. ancl point out a method 
of their correction; and that this is a pertinent inquiry now 

· that ought to proceed pari passu with the inquiry into our tariff 
conditions. If such a special committee is appointed,. it can, be
fore the close of the debate upon this subject,_ make a report, 
and then we will be acting upon definite information rather than 
upon conjecture and innuendo, as we are compelled to act now . 
The- lack of fullness of: information many of us have called at
tention to throughout this debate. \Ve lack that fullness of in
formation which a committee sitting as a commission regarding 
this matter unde-r the instructions of the Senate and bound to 
give it every fact within its reach should give. 

Mr. Presi-dent, so far as the Democratic side of the Chamher is 
concerned, it is charged that there are certain inconsistencies 
and certain differences, just as there are upon the Republican 
side. I do. not deny that certain inconsistencies in view and 
opinion and in vote exist upon this side of the Chamber. But they 
are- not appreciable, For instance, one or two of the Senators 
upon this side of the Chamber voted for a protective duty upon 
lead. A few Senators on this side of the Ch.umber will doubtless 
vote for a protective duty upon sugar and upon rice. A few 
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more will doubtless vote 'for protective duties upon cotton fab
rications. But when you consider the vast area of duties cov
ered by the bill, that there are 4,000 articles under 400 items 
or paragraphs with reference to which we can make inquiry as 
to excessive duties, it will be apparent that inconsistencies or 
differences as to those few items are absolutely incon equential. 

The Senators who appear to be thus inconsistent are probably 
justified by the public sentiment of the communities which they 
represent. I can understand what the sentiment of a com
munity like the State of Louisiana would be, which has been 
largely built up upon the protective system as to sugar and as 
to rice. I can imagine how destructive it might be to the 
prosperity and the energies of that State if suddenly those 
duties were withdrawn and if, instead of being able to obtain 
in our domestic markets for sugar a price double the world's 
price, they were compelled to settle down quickly and imme
dia tely to the world's price. 

I can understand how the people of a community agreeing 
with us in the general principle that a protective system can not 
be justified, yet having their industries built upon the abuses 
of that system, might demand of their representatives that they 
should not rudely withdraw the props from under their in
dustries, that they should not rudely knock them off their stilts 
and reduce them to confusion. 

So it may be with other cases, but as a rule you will find that 
• 1 upon the yast bulk · of these items the Democratic party will 

stand for a reduction of excessive duties, and that is the only 
practical question before the Senate. The practical question 
before the Senate is not whether we shall have tariff for rev
enue or tariff for protection. The question is whether duties 
absolutely far in excess of the requirements of the protective 
system ib elf shall be reduced. That is the only practical ques
tion, and upon such a question the progressiyes of the other side 
of the Chamber and the consistent proponents of a tariff for 
revenue upon this side of the Chamber can stand together. So 
far as I am concerned, I trust this debate will last until the 
country is convinced, as it will be convinced, whatever may be 
the final vote upon the pending bill, that these abuses exist; 
and that the only remedy is to elect a Senate and a House of 
Representatives that will reduce the excessive duties. That is 
the only practical question. 

l\Ir. President, the imports into this country aggregate about 
$1,100,000,000, of which six hundred million are dutiable. You 
collect an average duty of 45 per cent and you raise from it 
nearly $300,000,000. We do not advocate the raising of a less 
amount in the aggregate than $300,000,000, for we believe that 
amount is essential to the conduct of the business of the coun
try and that we must from customs duties raise at least that 

-·amount. , 
So, we are not for free trade. We are for a tariff for rev

enue, and we are for a tariff that will produce as revenue 
$300,000,000. We claim that that can best be done and that 
this deficit will be cured by absolutely reducing the excessive 
duties, so that the commodities which they cover can be intro
duced into this country and pay duty instead of perpetuating 
·the present condition under which high duties are imposed and 
yet little or no revenue collected. 

If we were to impose a duty on the entire list of imported 
·articles, aggregating $1,100,000,000, we would haYe to impose a 
duty of nearly 30 per cent in order to raise $300,000,000. 
So the Democratic party can not stand for an average duty of 
less than 30 per cent. Our theory is that the necessaries of 

·ufe should be taxed upon a different basis from the luxuries of 
life. If we are to haye an average duty of 30 per cent, and if 
we are to have a difference of duty between the duties on the 
necessaries of life and the duties on the luxuries of life, we are 
necessarily compelled to make the duties on the neces ·aries of 
life below 30 per cent and the duties on the luxuries of life 
above 30 per cent. .Any Democrat upon a question of luxury, 
·outside of spirits and tobacco, which, of course, are always sub
ject to high taxes, can vote for a duty upon luxuries of at least 
50 or 55 per cent, or even more, without involving the charge 
of inconsistency, and he can vote for a duty of between 20 and 
30 per cent upon the necessaries of life. But he can also exer
cise his judgment as to whether the condition is such as to 
warrant him in putting a particular commodity upon the free 
list or putting it upon the revenue list. He is not to be charged 
with disregard of party principles either by his party associates 
or by the. other side if he exercises his judgment either one way 
or the other. The principle is as I have described it. Upon 
matters of detail Democrats may well differ as to whether a 
particular necessary of life shall be put upon the free list or 
whether a tax shall be imposed upon it. If you look through 
the votes thus far, outside, perhaps, of the duty on lead, you 
will find that every one of the votes upon this side of the House 
is in accordance with the principles of the party. 

So far as the duty on iron is concerned, that is purely a 
revenue duty. A Democrat could exercise his judgment as to 
whether he would put upon it a revenue tariff or whether he 
would put it upon the free. list. He might regard iron as the 
basic material upon which all the steel industries and iron 
industries are based as a necessary of life, and if he chose to 
do so he might vote to put it upon the free list. He might feel 
that that particular basic material was under the control of a 
great trust and combination in this country, as I believe it to be, 
and that the only way of introducing competitive energie in this 
country would be to let iron ore in free, so as to stimulate domes
tic competition, or he might, in pursuance of his view .that the 
revenue demanded it, impose reasonable revenue duties upon lt. 

That is what the Democrats have done. They have not acted 
together as a unit, but they have acted entirely consistently with 
Democratic principles, whether they voted for a revenue tariff 
of 25 cents a ton or whether they voted to put it on the free list. 

Mr. ALDRICH. .Mr. President, will the Senator consent to 
take a Yote upon the pending amendment? 

.Mr. NEWLANDS. I will state to the Senator from Rhode 
Island that I think his question is entirely unwarranted. I 
doubt the propriety of a Senator interrupting another Senator 
whilst he is making a speech and insisting upon a vote. 

l\Ir. ALDRICH. I can not insist upon the Senator's stopping, 
of COUl'!::e. 

.Mr. NEWLANDS. No, sir; I think not. 
l\lr. ALDIUCII. I was only making a request. 
Mr. NEWh.\..:NDS. Now, Mr. President, I wish to call atten

tion to this particular schedule. The average rate of wages 
paid under the metal schedule is only $556 per annum, and yet 
we know how enormous fortunes have been created under this 
schedule and under the protective system. Will you tell me 
that the average .wage of $556 given to every worker ~ these 
industries is a sufficient wage upon which to support a family? 
Is not that the wage of poverty? Are you not face to face with 
the fact that the same protection system which has created these 
enormous fortunes has at the same time made the average 
wages of the numerous employees, working, as I am told, in the 
city of Pittsburg seven days in the week and twelve hours in 
the day, only $556? 

If this is the great prosperity to which you refer as the 
vindication of your system, I beg of you to try a system of tariff 
for revenue, for you will find that in the unprotected indus
tries of the country the wages are in excess of $556. 

l\Ir. RAYNER. l\Ir. President, I do not des1re to interrupt 
the Senator from Nevada, but in the conclusion of the few 
remarks I made just now · I omitted just one line and a half 
from the platform of 1908. In 1908 Mr. Bryan was nominated 
for President and l\Ir. Kern, of Indiana, was nominated for 
Vice-President. I do not believe they were elected, but the 
platform says : 

We favor immediate revision of the tariff by the reduction of import 
duties. Articles enterinl? into competition with trust-controlled products 
should be placed upon tne free list. 

If iron is an article that comes into competition with a trust
controlled product, and the United States Steel Corporation 
controls the trust, ought iron, or ought it not, to be placed on 
the free list, in accordance with the platform? I should just 
like the Senator's opinion on that subject. 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Regarding that, as I have already stated, 
any Democrat could consistently with Democratic principles 
vote for putting iron either upon the free list or upon the 
revenue list. The party may gh·e him a specific instruction re
garding it, and the specific instruction which seems to have 
been given by the Democratic party at the last convention was 
where a product is in such a condition as to be controlled by a 
trust to vote to put it upon the free list. But there still re
mains the determination of the question as to whether the 
product is controlled by a trust. That is left to the individual 
judgment of every Democrat. I understand that Democrats 
on this floor differ as to that fact, and so I do not question 
any man's >ote regarding iron. 

Mr. President, I was speaking of the protective system under 
this particular schedule, which has built up the enormous and 
swollen fortunes, with which every man here is familiar, and 
with wb.ich the country is familiar · and yet the fact remains, 
according to the ·very statistics furnished by the committee 
itself, that the wage of every wage-earner is only $556 a year, 
and that upon that sum every wage-earner must maintain a 
family, educate his children, and m11.intain his household. in 
the face of the high prices that have prevailed throughout · the 
country, that have increased from 25 to 50 and 100 per cent ; 
in the face of increasing rent, and in the face of increasing 
prices for all ·commodities that are needed ·in ordinary life. 

We have only recently had presented to us the survey called 
the " Pittsburg survey," a report made by scientific men, so· 
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ciologists, and economists, under the direction ·of the Russell .Mr. OLIVER. I will answer the Senator from Nevada 1by 
Sage foundati on, of the economic conditions of the city of Pitts- saying that in almost every branch of industry the.re are labor 
hurg, which is acknowledged to .be the greatest beneficiary of unions, but in man,y of the establiShments thet-.e are n-ot. I 
the tariff system. Read that survey and yo-u will be indignant presume that ·of the workingmen in the Pittsburg district prob
that such industrial conditions could exist in this country. You ably 75 per cent belong to labor unions. In the Homestead dis
will :find there the story how men work seven days in the week, trict, to which the Senator refers-that is, at Homestead-I 
Sabbath and all. You will find the story how th.ose men work, believe there is no trade union in control. They work what is 
without control as to the hours ·of the day, from ten to twelve known as "open shop; " that is, they make no distinction be
hours a day. You will find there the story that these factories tw.een unioD and nonunion men; but I will state that, while I 
are almost entirely manned by foreigners from southern Europe am only speaking from recollection, I do not believe that the 
living under conditions that are critical; four _and five of them conditions of squalor, to which the Senator so eloquently refers, 
lixing in a single room. These are the conditions which are a.re even in that wonderful document referred to as existing in 
referred to a.s conditions of prosperity in the ctty which has been and about Homestead, because, if so, the statement is utterly 
the greatest beneficiary of the tariff cSystem. a.nd absolutely false. Homestead is a prosperous community. 

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. President-- The working people as a general thing are well housed, a.re 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada well taken care of, and they are contented. 

yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? I will further my that the condition of seven days' work in 
Mr. NEWLANDS. Certainly. the week does not exist in Homestead at all. There are no blast 
Mr. OLIVER. Mr. President, the Senator from Nevada has furnaces in Homestead. The plant is altogether devoted to 

thvee times alluded to the seven days' work in the -city of Pitts- finishing, and the blast-furnace industry is not the-re at all. 
burg. I want to say that in no establishment in the city of The workingmen there work -0n what they .call "twelve-hour 
Pittsburg or in the Pittsburg district is seyen days' work .carried turns," .or, really, eleven-hour turns. They go to work a 7 o'clo~k 
on, except in blast furnaces. E•erybody familiar with the in- in the morning; there is an inteITal of an hour at noon; and 
dustry knows that the -operation of a blast furnace is a con- they get out at 6 o'clock in the evening. The night turn go on 
tinuous operation, and it is impossible to suspend the work. from half past 6 to 7, and they work, with an interval for 

In connection with that, I wish to ask the Senator from Ne- supper in the middle of the night, until 6 o'clock in the morn
vada what is the universal custom in the State of Nevada with ing. The plant works only six days a week. I think if the 
regard to six days' or seven days' work? I will .answer that. Senator would at any time take the trouble to stop off at Pitts
For my sins I was condemned to spend .Sunday in the State of burg-and I should be very glad to entertain him-he would 
Nevada within the last year, and I know there is no such thing change his mind about the conditions existing in and around 
known as Sunday rn the State. It is the universal custom there that great city. 
to work seven days in the week. I myself have some interests Mr. "NEWLANDS. Mir. President, I wish to continue what , I 
in that State, and my associates .and I endeavored to induce the have to say with the utmost fairness. I am very glad to hear 
eper:itives to work only six days in the week, but were unable to anything which the Senator from Pennsylvania has to say re
do so, they saying that it was the eustom of the country to garding the conditions in Pittsburg. I do not pretend to know 
work seven days, and that they did not kn.ow there was such a anything of my own knowledge. I have quoted my authority
day as Sunday. It is a State where the faro table and the the authority of the survey made by men of prominence, not 
roulette table are a part of the furnishment of every hotel in the socialists, not extremists, but men who have an 1nterest in the 
State-not of the barroom, but of the office part of the estab- humanities of life, who have been interested in sociology; and 
lishrnent-and guests can not get. away from it. I spent -0ne under the direction of that great educational foundation-the 
day-the sorriest day I ever spent-in the city which is the Russell Sage foundation-and I do not think that I have ex-
Senator's home. The only place where I could get away from aggerated-- · 
the rattle -0f dice and the clink, clink of the faro chips was by l\fr. BRIGGS. l\fr. President--
going to the Carnegie library, given to the city of Reno by -0ne The VICE-PRESIDE...l\TT. Does the Senator from Nev-ada 
of Pittsburg's, millionaires. [Laughter.] yield to the Senator fr.om New .Jersey? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Well, Mr. President, I will ask the Sen- l\fr. NEWLANDS (continuing). I do not think I have ex-
ator from Pennsylvania whether the gambling games, the faro aggerated what they have said. I do not pretend to know any
and the keno games, and so forth, to which he refers -are the think about this of my own personal knowledge. If the Sena
i:esult of the protective system? If they are, we should vote for tor from New .Jersey will wait for a moment, I shall be glad to 
abolishing the protective system. listen to him. . 

.So far as conditions in Nevada are conc-erned-- The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLIVER] has referred to 
Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. President-- the information which I have given, based entirely npon the re-
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada port of the Pittsburg survey, by referring to certain conditions 

yield to the Senator from New Jffsey? which he alleges exist in the State ·of Nevada, and of which he 
Mr. NEWLANDS. Yes~ seems to have personal knowledge; for I assume that he has 
l\fr. BRIGGS. I should like to call the attention of the been in the gambling houses, and so forth, to which he refers, 

Senator from Nevada to the fact that in Pittsburg, as in nearly and I hope he was a winner. 
all the other iron districts, the hours of work nre regulated by Mr. OLIVER. They were right in the office of the hotel 
agreement between the labor unions and the manufacturers- where I wa.s staying, in the Senator's own city. 
principally by the labor unions-and I think that if the Sen- Mr. J\TEWLA.NDS. I have no doubt of it. But I must sa.y 
ator will int"estigate pretty carefully he will 'ascertain that none one thing, Mr. President, that the system .of protection can 
of the labor unions allow twelve hours of work, except possibly hardly be charged with that abuse, though it can be charged 
where a man is on piece-work or is paid by the ton or by the with a great many abuses m this countcy. All I can say with 
finished -article. reference to gambling and with :reference to the hours of L'lbor 

While I am on my feet, I will '3.sk-.- and wages in the State .of Nevada is that Nevada is a State of 
.Mr. NEWLANDS. l will ask the Senator whether it is not .a great freedom; that it has been accustomed to view with appre

fact that since the Homestead affair there .ha\e boon no labor hension any attempt to restrain the rndividual liberty of the 
unions in the iron industries of Pittsburg? citizen. The people there have felt that any man had a right to 
, Mr. BRIGGS. I thlnk there is a regular scale there in most ruin himself if he ehose. The sentiment, however, has changed 
of the mills. in that particular, and I am gl.ad to say that during the past 

Mr. NEWLA.NDS. I am t.old that there is not; that the yiear. an act was passed absolutely abolishing gambling in the 
unions were .effectually broken up .then, and that they have Stat-e Qf Nevada. 
not been in existence since. If my memory is correct, I found Now, as to the wages which prevail there, the average wage 
that fact stated in the report <>f <>ne of the gentlemen who of the miner there i.s not--
took part in the Pittsburg survey; and the fact that employees Mr~ KEAN. Mr. President-- . 
there are utterly unable to protect themselves by union is re- The VICE-PRESIDE~T. Does the Senator from Ne>ada 
ferred to. That is one of the reasons given for the extraor- yield to the Senator .from New J"ersey? 
dinary conditjon of labor which exists there. Mr. 1'.'EWLANDS. I do. 

l\lr. BRIGGS. Mr. President, I would say, in reply to that, Mr. KEAN. I should like to ask the Senator is that Ja.w 
that within a m-0nth I have seen in the n~spapers .accounts enforced? • 
of a. conference to determine the rate of wag.es in some of the , Mr. NEWLANDS. That law is not in force as yet, but that 
mm · around Pittsburg. law is to go into force at a certain time in the future, ·and it 

Mr. NEWLA.1\"'DS. W.e can refer to the Senator from Penn- will be operative before long. 
syl\ania, who doubtless ·has lmowledge upon the subject. I ask 1\fr. McLAURIN. Will the Senator .allow me to ask him just 
him whether labor unicms do -exist in Pittsburg with relation · one question? 
to tht! metallic industries there? l\Ir. NEWLANDS. Yes. 
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Air. McLAURIN. The Senator was speaking of the great 
freedom that was exercised by the people of the State of 
Nevada. Does that freedom go to the extent of allowing a 
man to stop at a hotel where gambling is carried on in the 
office? 

Mr. NEWLA~"'DS. Ob, yes. I have no doubt that the state
ment of the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLIVER] is correct. 

l\fr. RAYNER. Mr. President, is there any schedule here 
about gambling? [Laughter.] What paragraph or duty are we 
on? What schedule are we on? 

Mr. NEWLANDS. Now, as to the wages, I have to say that 
the wages throughout the mining region of Nevada are about 
$4 a day, and that they are not a result of the protective sys
tem. I have also to say that the hours of labor are eight a day, 

. and that they are not a result of the protecti"rn system. Nevada 
is a very progressive State. Whilst individual liberty has pre
vailed there to a very large degree and whilst we baye only re
cently inaugurated a system of restraining the liberty of the 
individual where that liberty may result in an injury to the 
community, yet we haYe been in advance in progressive legisla
tion. We have on our statute books to-day an eight-hour law; 
we have an employer's liability act; and we have the referendum, 
under which any act passed by the legislature· can be referred 
to the st1preme legislature-the people. We are about to inau
gurate, through constitutional amendment, the initiative and the 
recall. So we have there a government of the people, for the 
people, and by the people. As a result, many abuses which 
have hitherto existed are gradually being wiped out, and as a 
result of this progressive action upon the part of the State of 
Nevada we have a condition of the laboring man there far in 
advance, I think, ot that of the condition of the · laboring man 
in almost any other State; certainly in advance of the condition 
of the men who are engaged in these metal ·industries, which 
are obliged, according to the contention of the other side, in 
order to maintain themselves and to create these enormous for
tunes, to impose duties upon foreign importations amounting 
from 25 to 80 per cent. 

1\fr. KEAN. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada 

yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 
Mr. NEWLANDS. I do. 
Mr. KEAN. I heard the Senator mention the word " recall." 
Mr. NEWLANDS. Yes. 
Mr. KE.AN.- Is that in force at the present time? 
Mr. NEWLANDS. No. I said a moment ago that they were 

in process of passing these two constitutional amendments. 
Mr. KEAN. I should like also to ask the effect of the word 

"recall;" what it means in legislation? 
Mr. NEWLA1\1DS. The Senator will pardon me if I do not 

go at length into these refinements. An attack was made upon 
my State in a humorous way, and I simply met it by showing 
the progressive action of the people of that State, which has 
resulted in industrial conditions that give more freedom of 
opportunity in that State than in almost any other State in 
the Union, and that the result of it is that the average man in 
that State, which has not a single protected industry in it, 
receives an annual wage that enables him to support a . family 
in comfort, to educate his children, to maintain his household, 
an a ·rnrage wage far in excess of that enjoyed by the metal 
workers, according to the statistics supplied us by the commit
tee, who have an income of only $556 a year, as compared with 
the fortunes amounting to millions wrested from the American 
people through the industries protected by this bill. 

Mr. BURKETT. l\Ir. President, before the question is put on 
the amendment of the S~nator from Nevada [1\fr. NEWLANDS], I 
want to call attention to the evidence that was taken in this 
matter in the House. I find in the hearings that there was some 
evidence taken, especially upon the question of sewing machines. 
I have been, as everybody must have been who has any particu
lar information as to what a sewing machine costs, somewhat 
amused at the statements that have been made here to-day with 
reference to the cost of sewing machines in this country. I 
undertake to say that the price of sewing machines in the 
United States in twenty years has not been $65. No person 
who has paid money for a sewing machine has had to pay for it 
over $35. A. fancy cabinet may ha Ye cost more, or in trade he 
may have nominally paid more. 

HoweYer, I want to call attention to the evidence that was 
presented in the House. There was a firm of manufacturers in 
New York interested in reducing the tariff on sewing machi.Iles, 
and they wrote at some length to the committee. Their letter 
is found on page 2260 of the hearings. After setting forth the 
lack of need of so great protection on sewing machines, they 
finally got down to a rate of 25 per cent; and that is the lowest 
rate suggested by those appearing before the committee advo-

eating the reduction of the tariff on sewing machines. So far as 
I can find, as I have said, 25 per cent is the lowest rate sug
gested by those advocating a reduction. The committee have 
reduced it to 30 per cent. 

On the other hand, there appeared before the committee rep
resentatives of some of the sewing machine companies, who said 
that they could not stand any reduction, and insisted on the old 
45 per cent rate being retained. It seems to me the committee 
acted very wisely in the matter. 

As I have said several times, I am going to favor all the 
reductions that, in my opinion, ought to be made, but I am not 
going to vote for a reduction that might in any way interfere 
with any factory in this country. I am not particularly blam
ing the Senator from Mississippi, looking at the tariff question 
as he does, for introducing almost any sort of an amendment 
to these schedules; but, so far as my own vote is concerned and 
so far as the vote of any Republican believing in a protective
tariff policy is concerned, he ought to be careful, it . seems to 
me, that he does not Yote for a rate that is below absolute 
safety ·and that will guarantee maintaining factories in this 
country. If we err I prefer to err on the side of keeping the 
manufactory in this country. ' 

It seems to me in regard to this schedule, and considering 
the evidence which I have looked over, that when the House has 
reduced this tariff from 45 per cent to 30 per cent, within 5 per 
cent of the lowest demand made by anybody who appeared be
fore the committee asking for such a reduction, it has gone a 
long, long way in that direction, and it seems to me, as pro
tectionists, we ought not to go below that rate. That is a re
duction of 33! per cent. If they had made the same reduction 
on some other articles that I would like to see a reduction of 
duty on, the bill would be entirely satisfactory to me, and, in 
my opinion, satisfactory to many others. 

I call attention· to this evidence, because in all that has been 
said we have gotten away from the real question at issue, and 
that is where the point of safety is in reducing schedules. 

Mr . . l\IcLAURIN. l\Ir. President, will the Senator allow me 
to ask him a question? 

Mr. BURKETT. Certainly. 
Mr. McLAURIN. Has the Senator taken into consideration 

the fact that the tariff, which has been reduced, as the Senator 
from Nebraska has said, 33! per cent, is still absolutely pro
hibitive, and that under the present tariff there has been ex
ported one-fourth of the product of these machines made in this 
country? , 

l\fr. BURKETT. Yes, Mr. President, I have thought of that; 
but, in my opinion, there are, perhaps, on mo t of this machin
ery coTered by this paragraph enough patents to protect them 
in this country anyway. I am not disturbed by the fact that 
there are not any sewing machines brought into this country. 
I do not want any sewing machines brought into this country 
from anywhere, I will say to the Senator very frankly. I do 
not want to see a sewing machine which has been manufac
tured anywhere else on earth sold in the United States of 
America. There is no complaint about the price of sewing 
machines--

Mr. CR.A WFORD. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 

yield to the Senator-from South Dakota? 
l\Ir. BURKETT. I will in a moment. There ought not to be 

any complaint in the United States about the price of sewing 
machines. There may be complaint about the price of automo
biles and about the price of typewriters, but there ought not to 
be very great complaint about the price of sewing machines. If 
the Senator will go down on F street, he will find that he can 
buy a sewing machine there all the way from $19 up, and "up" 
means, of course, according to the kind of case the machine is 
placed in. There is enough competition, in my opinion, in the 
sewing machine business in this country to keep the prices down 
to the very lowest plane. 

i do not want to throw down the bars and let in sewing ma
chines, or any other m achinery, for that matter, from other 
countries so long as there is sufficient competition at home to 
keep the price down. In my opinion, we ouo-ht to be satisfied 
with the one-third reduction in the duty on that article unless 
we have ome more evidence that a gr~ater cut is advisable. I 
only rose to call to the attention of the Senate this evidence be· 
cause it has not been called to the attention of the Senate in 
this debate. 

:Mr. CR.A WFORD. l\fr. President, just a word before the vote 
is taken. A statement has been made here that the pre ent 
duty is practically prohibitive and that there are no importa
tions. I find that paragraph 194 of the present bill specifically 
names a number of articles, such as machine tools, printing 
presses, sewing machines, typewriters, steam engines, and sev-
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eral other articles which in the existing Ia w are listed under 
the ·general term· of "machinery," which bear a duty of 45 
per cent. Under that paragraph there were imported articles 
valued at $4,978,090, upon which a duty was paid of $2,240,140. 
That is quite a good deal ·of duty upon that importation. It 
is impossible to say what the items of the imports were, be
cause this statement does not give the details. 

While I have favored, and do now favor, reducing the rates 
wherever it can be done intelligently and safely, I ·can not 
vote to simply make a stab in the dark here, and reduce the 
rate on these different items, machine tools and the other items, 
to 10 per cent, inasmuch as the committee have already made 
a · cut of 15 per cent and it does appear that there were im
portations amounting to $4,978,090, paying a duty of $2,240,140. 

l\Ir . .McLAURIN. :i\Ir. President, the Senator from South Da
kota is speaking of--

Mr. ORA WFORD. Paragraph 194. 
Mr. M:cLAURIN. I understand he is speaking of one set of 

items, and the amendment is in reference to another. If the 
Senator will look further down under "cash · registers, lino
types," and so forth, he will see that no revenue at all was de
rived and there were no importations. 

Mr. ORA WFORD. If the Senator will permit me, I under
stand that those articles under ·the existing law come under the 
general term "machinery." · 

l\Ir: LODGE. If the Senator will pardon me, there is, of 
course, no entry of revenue, because they come in under the non
enumerated class, and the Senator from South Dakota is per
fectly right. They come in under the general machinery clause. 

l\Ir. McLAURIN. The Senator from South Dakota was speak
ing of machinery not elsewhere specified. 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly he was. 
Mr. 11.IcLAURIN. And that is the machinery of which 

$4,978,090.67 worth was imported and $58;690,651 exported. But 
of cash registers, linotypes, and all typesetting machines, ma
chine tools, printing presses, sewing machines, typewriters, and 
steam engines, there were $35,317,448 worth exported, and not a 
dime's worth imported, according to this book-and I am going 
according to the book-that is furnished by the committee. 

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator will carry his investigation 
just two lines farther, he will see, under "present law," the 
letters -.. n. e." 

Mr. McLAURIN. I thought that meant "New England" or 
"northeast;" but I ha·rn been informed since I have been here 
that it means "not enumerated." 

Mr. LODGE. It means "not enumerated." Therefore they 
can come in under the general clause of machinery. , 

l\Ir. McLAURIN. Why were they not enumerated? They 
are enumerated so as to show the amount of exports of these 
articles. You do show the amount of the exports. 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly; but for purposes of duty they come 
in under what is known as · the "nonenumerated clause" or 
"basket clause," which takes in all machinery not otherwise 
specially provided for. 

l\lr. McLAURIN. That is what you have here-" machinery, 
not elsewhere specified." 

Mr. LODGE. That is it. 
Mr. l\fcLAURIN. And you put that down, and then you put 

the other items right urider that. 
l\fr. LODGEl. In italics. They are not enumerated, and 

they come in under the head of "machinery, not · elsewhere 
specified," as the Senator from South Dakota correctly pointed 
out. 

l\fr. l\fcLAURIN. Then it gives us very insufficient, not to 
say inaccurate, inform a ti on. 

Mr. LODGE. But if the Senator will allow me one word 
more, under these basket clauses or nonenumerated clauses, as 
they are called, the articles are returned, as a rule, simply under 
the clause. No record is kept of the different articles. It· is 
simply so much under the clause "machinery, not elsewhere 
specified . " · 

Mr. McLAURIN. But there is a record here of the amount of 
exports. 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly. Exports are a different thing. 
Mr. l\IcLAURIN. If that had been added to the other, it 

would ha Ye shown the ex: ports. 
l\fr. LODGE. The exports come from another source. The 

goods are entered for export. · 
l\1r. 1\fcLAURIN. I understand that, since the Senator has 

explained it. 
l\fr. LODGE. For import they are simply entered as "ma

chinery, not elsewhere specified." 
Mr. McLAURIN. Yes. If you add the exports, then the 

$35,000,000 to the $58,000,000, you will get something like 
$94,000,000. Disregarding the odd hundreds o:t; thousands you 

- -- -~· 

get something near $94,000,000 of exports. They are divided so 
as to make them, at one place, $58,000,000, and at another-

Mr. LODGE. No; you deduct the $35,000,000. They are part 
of the $58,000,000. 

Mr. l\IcLAURIN. Oh! 
Mr. LODGE. Yes; they are part of the "machinery, not 

elsewhere specified." I can assure the Senator that that is 
correct. 

.Mr. l\IcLAURIN. So that whenever it is against the manu
facturers it must be deducted. 

Mr. LODGE. No, Mr. President. Those articles are specified 
for export. They are not specified for import. When they are 
specified for export and are given as $35,000,000, or whatever it 
is, they · are to be taken from the general total. In one case 
there is a record of the exports. There is no record of the de
tails of the imports. 

l\Ir. l\fcLAURIN. Is the $132,000,000 to be taken from the 
$722,000,000? 

l\lr. LODGE. What does the Senator mean? 
Mr. McLAURIN. That is the value of the product. 
Mr. LODGE. Yes; I should suppose so. · 
l\fr. l\lcLAURIN. With the explanation of this explanation, 

l\lr. President, I will leave that part of the subject. 
I want to call attention now to what was said by the Senator 

from Nebraska [Mr. BURKETT]. He says he does not desire to 
see foreign-made sewing machines come into this country. The 
Senator from Utah [l\Jr. SMOOT] said that these machines, which 
were sold by the wholesalers to the retailers at $19 apiece, were 
sold by the retailers at from $60 to $65, I believe. 

l\fr. SMOOT. Mr. President--
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mississippi 

yield to the Senator from Utah? 
Mr. l\1cLAURIN. I do. . 
Mr. SMOOT. I stated that they are sold at distant points, 

where the salesman goes with a wagon and calls at the house, 
at a high price, where an old machine is taken in part payment. 

l\lr. McLAURIN. What are they sold for when cash is paid? 
l\Ir. SMOOT. I know that there are lots of them sold for $30, 

and I have been told that you can go down here now and buy a 
good many of them for $27.50. 

Mr. McLAURlN. Then, were these people who were selling 
them for a high plice, and taking the old machines in part pay
ment, juggling with the purchasers? 

Mr. Sl\IOOT. I said that it was a custom, and I know that 
it is a custom in many parts of this country; and then they 
quote that price as the retail price of the machine. 

l\fr. l\lcLAURIN. If you put it at $60, that is an increase of 
over 300 per cent. The Senator seems to think that when he 
has found a case where he has seen them sold at $30, that is a 
great bargain that the purchaser has gotten. Even that would 
be over 50 per cent increase over the value of the machines. I 
do think, where none of them are imported, that 300 per cent on 
the cost price is too much to charge to those who have to work 
with sewing machines, and therefore have to purchase them. 

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President, I rise to a parliamentary in
quiry. I have no reference to this last colloquy; but I should 
like to know whether Rule XIX is still in force, or whether it 
has become obsolete by nonuser, misuser, or abuse? I will read 
the last four lines of this rule, beca use I agree with the Senator 
from New York that we ought to have some business methods in 
conducting this debate: 

No Senator shall speak more than twice upon any one question in 
debate on the same day without leave of the Senate, which shall be de
termined without debate. 

If that rule is in force, Mr. President, does it mean that when 
a Senator speaks more than twice there shall be leave of the 
Senate, or does it mean that if he proceeds without leave the 
President of the Senate will infer that there is leave? 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks the latter is the 
proper construction. 
· 1\Ir. McLAURIN· rose. 

l\lr. RAYNER. I am not referring to this last colloquy. 
l\lr. l\IcLA URIN. I suppose this has reference to me ; and I 

wish to say ·that there is not a Senator in this Chamber who 
speaks oftener in one day than the Senator from Maryland. 

l\fr. -RAYNER. Mr. President, if the Senator had heard what 
I said, he would not say that. I said that I had no reference 
to him at all, and it is because he did not hear me that he has 
made the remark he has. When I rose, I said I had no refer
ence at all to this colloquy. I had intended early in the day 
to call attention to the rule. There is no one in this Chamber 
who speaks less than I do. I do not suppose there is anyone 
in this Chamber who does speak who speaks less than I do. 
But I had no reference at all to the Senator from Mississippi, 
not the slightest, and I so· stated. 
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I intended earlier in the day, and I intended yesterday, to call 
the attention of the President to this rule, and to see whether 
we could not proceed with EOID€ greater expedition than we 
are now doing. Of course if it is impossible, the rule has 
practically become obsolete and antiquated. 

Mr. FRYE. Let us have a vote. 
Several SENATORS. Vote! 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 

the amendment of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. NEWLANDS], 
on which there is a demand for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. BA1\TKHEAD (when his name was called}. I am paired 
with the senior Senator from New York [l\!r. DEPEW]. If he 
were present, I should -vote " yea." 

Mr. GUGGENHEIM (when his name was called). I am 
paired with the senior Senator from Kentucky [M.r. PAYNTER]. 
As he is not in his seat, I withhold my -vote. 

Mr. l\IcCU ... fBER (when his name was called). I believe 
the junior Senator from Louisiana. [Mr. FosTER] has not Yoted, 
and in his absence I withhold my vote. 

:Mr. TALIAFERRO (when his name was called). I have a 
general pair with the junior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ScoTT]. If he were present""' I .should vote "yea." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. CURTIS. I wish to announce that the Senator from 

Oregon [Mr. BOURNE] is paired with the Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. DAVIS]; the Senator from Delaware [Mr. RICHARDSON] 
is paired with the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CLARKE], and 
the Senator from Kentucky [l\fr. BRADLEY] is paired with. the 
Senator from Indi.ana [Mr. SHIVELY]. 

Mr. FLINT. I am paired with the senior Senator from 
Texas [Mr. CULBERSON]. I transfer tfie pair to the junior Sen
ator from Michigan [Mr. SMITH], and will vote. I vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 29., nays 43, a.s follows : 

Bacon 
Bailey 
Beveridge 
Bristow 
Brown 
Chamberlain 
Clapp 
Clay 

Aldrich 
Borah 
Rrandegee 
Briggs 
Bulkeley 
Burkett 
Burnham 
Burrows 
Burton 
Carter 
Clark, Wyo. 

. YEA.S-29 . 
Cummins La Follette 
Daniel l'IIcLaurin 
D-0lliver Money 
Fletcher Nelson 
Frazier New lands 
Gore Overman 
Hughes Rayner 
Johnston, Ala. Simmons 

Crane 
Crawford 
Cullom. 
Curtis 
Dick 
Dillingham 
Dixon 
du Pont 
Elkins 
Flint 
Frye 

NAYS-43. 
Gallinger 
Gamble 
Hale-
Heyburn 
Johnson, N. Dak. 
.Tone 
Kean 
Lodge 
Nlxon 
Oliver 
Page 

NOT VOTIN~lD. 
Bankhead Davis IcEnery 
Bourne Depew Martin 
Bradley Foster Owen 
Clarke, Ark. Guggenheim Paynter 
Culberson McCumber Richardson 

So Mr. NEWLANDs's amendment was rejected. 

Smith, Md. 
Smith, S. C. 
Stone 
Taylor 
Tillman 

Penrose 
Perkins 
Piles 
Root 
Smoot 
Stephenson 
Sutherland 
warner 
wa1·ren 
Wetmore 

Scott 
Shively . 
Smith, Mich. 
Taliaferro 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection., the paragraph 
will be agreed to~ The Chair h.ears no objection. 

Mr. ALDRICH. Has paragraph 195 been disposed of? 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. It has, on the first reading. 
l\Ir. DOLLIVER. l\Ir. President, I desire to .offer a suggestion 

as to paragraph 195, the general basket clause o:f the metal sched
ule. I desire to suggest that in line 23, the third word, "part," 
be stricken out and the words ... , in chief value " substituted. 

Mr. President, the language in n.early all the ofaer schedules 
conforms with the suggestion I have made, and I think very 
properly, because the vfil'ious paragr:aphs intend to include all 
the articles that are known, and the basket dause catches 
articles which may have been omitted by failure to reCall. their 
names, the purpose being to prevent any articles manufactured 
from metals from escaping some tariff rate. 

Put in the fo.i·m in which this clause stands in the metal 
schedule. it operates, I think, to confuse any rational classifica
tion of merchandise, and I desire t~ call the attention of the 
chairman of the committee to the fact that within very rec<mt 
years the most astoni hing variety of articles has been trans
ferred to this basket clawse from the schedules to which they 
belong, and in which Congress placed them .. 

For example, Treasury decision 2 187 holds that silver pel
lets, such a.s are sometimes used to disguise the situation when 
one comes home yeey late at night, an ordinary medicinal 
preparation, covered with an almost imperceptible coating of 
silver, or supposed silver,, a r e now· ·dutiable under the metal 
schedule. 

A recent Treasury decision, 27883, puts into the metal sched
ule a bunch of feathers tied up or held together by an ordinary 
little wire. 

A recent Treasury decision, No. 24946, transfers shoes with 
a negligible percentage of metal nails in their composition 
from the schedule where they would naturally belong to the 
iron and steel schedule. 

A recent Treasury decision, No. 28255, transfers furniture 
with a slight addition of metal tacks or other metallic orna
mentation from the furniture schedule. 

I hold in my hand decisions of the courts of the United 
States making mattres es composed of hair and waste of cotton 
dutiable under the metal schedule as manufactured in whole 
or in part of some of these metals when they appear only in 
fractional quantities.. 

I have here also a recent decision that a piece of furniture 
with any kind of metal in any pnrt of it under the present law 
is dutiable under the basket clause of the metal schedule. I 
have not been able to locate any articles that are actually in
tended by Congress to be included in this schedule. It catches 
nearly everything except manufacture of metal. 

Therefore I think that these basket Clauses ought to be framed 
so as not to make the classification of ·articles of merchandise 
ridiculous in the eyes of the community. That has been done with 
respect to cotton goods. In order· to get into the cotton schedule, 
goods must be manufactured in chief value of cotton. In order 
to get into the jute and linen Echedules, the chief -value must con
sist of those materials. In order to get into the silk schedule 
the same is true, and I think it is a very wise provision. 

There is no trouble in separating the articles upon that basis. 
I want articles manufactured in chief value of any of these 
metals to be dutiable here, and I think a yery slight attention 
tO the classification will suggest the propriety of excluding from 
the metal schedule articles in which the metals appear only in 
fractional or insignificant proportion. 

llr. TILLMAN. Do I understand the Senator to tell us that 
by these decisi-0ns of the appraisers and the courts, and one 
thing and another, articles have been transferred to t.be metal 
schedule with an increase of duty or a d~rease in duty? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. U~ally an increase of duty. These pel
lets, for example, were dutiable at 25 per cent as a medicinal 
preparation. 

·Mr. TILLMAN. And then they were put in here at 45 per cent? 
Mr. DOLLIVER. These feathers-unmanufactured feath

ers-were 20 per cent. 
l\Ir. TILLMAN. What scheme of interpretation would a man 

with any sense employ to transfer these things to the metal 
schedule? 

Mr. DOLLIVER. It is not a question of interpretation. The 
law provides that an article, when manufactured in whole or 
in part of any of these metals, shall pay a duty of 45 per cent. 

l\Ir. TILLMAN. It is a kind of dragnet. 
Ur. DOLLIVER. The suggestion I make isthat the language 

should be such as to relieve the courts and the appraisers from 
making a decision of that sort, by providing that this clause 
shall be applicable to articles wholly manufactured from metals 
or where the metal is its chief value. That is the only sug
gestion I make. 

l\Ir. ALDRICH. The act of 1883, in the nonenumernted pro
visions, reads precisely as this does. Precisely the same Ian· 
guage was employed in the act of 1890. The same language 
was employed in the act of 1894, prepared by Mr. Wilson, and 
passed the Senate without any amendment. The same language 
was used iri the act of 1897, word.for word-the Dingley A.ct. 

So, for twenty-five or twenty-eight or twenty-nine years the 
unbroken practi-ce of the Senate and of the House has been to 
maintain this phraseology. The purpose of it is stated fully in 
Notes on Tariff Revision, prepared by the Ways and l\Ieans 
Committee of the House, and which is now before Senators fo r 
their examination. 

There has been great difficulty in the past in determining the 
chief value of a great variety of articles that are in part of metal, 
and attempts are constantly being made to admit at lowered 
rates of duty articles upon the ground that they were in chief 
value of some other material. 

In the Tariff Notes there are enumerated 1 , 20, or 25, per
haps 30, different decisions which, in the ..opinion of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, make it absolutely necessary that 
this language should be retained in the present law. 

I think the Senator from Iowa is entirely mistaken in his 
suggestion that this ought to be changed. The only ·purpose 
of a change would be to allow a great variety of articles to 
come in at a lowe1· rate of duty than has heretofore b~ im
posed upon them by this paragraph. 

This p:wvision, as I sai~ has been here a long time; it has 
been tested ; it has been adj udicated. There has been no 



1909. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE. 2203 
trouble from it, so far as I know. No complaint has ever been 
made except upon the part of certain people who want to have 
admitted into the United States at a much less rate of duty a 
great ·rnriety of articles on the claim that their chief ·rnlue 
was something else. 

I could, if I had the time and if the Senate desired to hear 
it, take up these cited cases and show by a great variety of 
cases that the courts and the general appraisers have admin
istered this law wisely, and I can see no reason for making the 
change. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. What the Senator has said is just as appli
cable to the cotton schedule as to this. It is just exactly as 
applicable. 

l\Ir. ALDRICH. It is not applicable to the cotton schedule, 
because no such condition ever existed there. 

l\Ir. DOLLIVER. Exactly; but articles manufacture(J. partly 
of cotton and partly of something else come in--

l\Ir. ALDRICH. The Senator from Iowa probably is aware, 
as I am, that the "not otherwise pro'\<ided " paragraph in the 
cotton schedule and in the linen schedule and all the textile 
schedules except wool provide the same rate-45 per cent
while under this schedule there is a constant attempt being 
made to introduce articles into the United States at 20 or 25 
per cent for the purpose of evading the law. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. If it will not h·ouble the Senator from 
Rhode Island, I should like to know what articles the com
mittee has in mind as being included in this paragraph. 

Mr. ALDRICH. If the Senator will take his Notes on Tariff 
Revision and read them--

Mr. DOLLIVER. The notes on tariff revision were made by 
a young man, I believe, an attorney in the customs division of 
the Treasmy; and while they are very valuable, I very much 
prefer to know what the committee intended to include in this 
paragraph. 

Mr. ALDRICH. I suggest that the Senator read the cases 
that are cited on page 247 of Notes on Tariff Revision. I 
think the Notes on Tariff Revision may have been prepared by 
a young man, but if they were, he was a young man of ability, 
certainly--

Mr. DOLLIVER. Undoubtedly. 
Mr. ALDRICH (continuing).. And judgment. They had the 

approval of the Committee on Ways and Means of the House. 
Mr. DOLLIVER. But the thing I wanted to get at was what 

articles were in the minds of the committee which had not been 
enumerated in the metal schedule and yet naturally fall in the 
basket clause. · 

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator look at those cases? It 
is not necessary for ]Ile to take the time, I think. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. It would not take much time to say if one 
article manufactured out of any of these metals was in the mind 
of the committee as properly belonging in this basket clause. 

l\lr. ALDRICH. Sieves, for instance, were claimed to be in 
chief value of horse hair, and _were admitted at 30 per cent; 
fishing flies, in chief value of feathers. A great variety of arti
cles are included in this memorandum showing that the purpose 
of Congress was-and so far as this paragraph is concerned, the 
purpose of the committee was-to have these articles pay a 
proper rate of duty. 

l\1r. DOLLIVER. I have no objection in the world to an 
article manufactured out of material the chief value of which 
is included in this list of metals paying its rate, but I think it 
is unnecessary and likely to be more or less troublesome to have 
a list of articles a great deal longer than I have undertaken to 
give here, because I have not finished my reading of the deci
sions included in the schedule that was intended to cover other 
kinds of goods. 

lllr. NELSON. I find here on the page cited by the Senator 
from Rhode Island an illustration that fits this case. It reads: 

Wreaths made of artificial flowers and wire were held dutiable, never
theless, as articles or wares wholly or in part of metal not specially 
provided for. 

l\Ir. DOLLIVER. Of course nobody would deny that such 
articles as that ought to be dutiable under the schedule at the 
rate provided and· applicable to them. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on agreeing to the amendment. 
The yeas and nays were orderea.. 
Mr. BACON. I ask that the amendment may be read. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary 

will read i:he amendment. 
The SECRETARY. In paragraph 195, page 68, line 23, before 

the words " of iron," it is proposed to strike out the word 
"part" and insert the words "chief _ value," so that it will 
read: 

Articles or wares not specially provided for in this section composed 
wholly or in chief value of iron, steel, etc. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT. -The Secretary will call the roll on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Senator from Iowa [l\ir. 
DOLLIVER]. 

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll. 
lllr. FLINT (when his name was called). I am paired with 

the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CULBERSON]. I transfer 
that pair to the junior Senator from Michigan [Mr. SMITH] 
and vote "nay." 

Mr. GUGGENHEIM (when his name was called). I have a 
general pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
PAYNTER], who is not here; so I will not vote. 

Mr. McCUl\fBER (when his name was called). I again an
nounce my pair with the junior Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
FOSTER]. He being absent, I will withhold my vote. 

Mr. TALIAFERRO (when his name was called). I again 
announce my pair with the junior Senator from West Virginia 
[l\fr. ScoTT]. As he is absent, I will withhold my vote. 

'.rhe roll call was concluded. 
Mr. WARREN (after having voted in the negative). I wish 

to ask if the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. l\foNEY] has voted. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator has not voted. 

· Mr. WARREN. I withdraw my vote, as I am paired with 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. l\IoNEY]. 

The result was announced-yeas 30, nays 40, as follows : 

Bacon 
Balley 
Beveridge 
Bristow 
Brown 
Burkett 
Chamberlain 
Clapp 

Aldrich 
Borah 
Brandegee 
Briggs 
Bulkeley 
Burnham 
Burrows 
Burton 
Carter 
Clark, Wyo. 

Clay 
Crawford 
Cummins 
Daniel 
Dolliver 
Fletcher 
Fra.zier 
Gore 

Crane 
Cullom 
Curtis 
Dick 
Dillingham 

• Dixon 
du Pont 
Elkins 
Flint 
Frye 

YEAS-30. 
Hughes 
Johnston, Ala. 
La Follette 
McLaurin 
Nelson 
New lands 
Overman 
Rayner 

NAYS-40. 
Gallinger 
Gamble 
Hale 
Heyburn 
.Johnson, N. Dak. 
Jones 
Kean 
Lodge 
Nixon 
Oliver 

NOT VOTING-21. 
Bankhead Depew Money 
Bourne Foster Owen 
Bradley Guggenheim Paynter 
Clarke, Ark. Mccumber Richardson 
Culberson McEnery Scott 
Davis Martin Shively 

So l\fr. DoLLIVER's amendment was rejected. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, 

is agreed to. 

Simmons 
Smith, Md. 
Smith, S. C. 
Stone 

~n~in 

Page 
Penrose 
Perkins 
Piles 
Root 
Smoot 
Stephenson 
Sutherland 
Warner 
Wetmore 

Smith, Mich. 
Taliaferro 
Warren 

the parag1·aph 

l\fr. ALDRICH. I desire to give notice that I will ask the 
Senate to consider the passed-over articles of the chemical 
schedule to-morrow morning. 

I move that the Senate adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 20 minutes 

p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Thursday, May 
20, 1909, at 10 o'clock a. m. 

SENATE. 

THURSDAY, May ~o, 1909. 
The Senate met at 10 o'clock a. m. 
Prayer by Rev. IDysses G. B. Pierce, of the city of Washington. 
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and apprornd. 

PUBLICATION OF LEGAL NOTICES. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT presented a communication from the 

secretary of the Territory of New .Mexico, which was referred 
to the Committee on Territories and ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows : 

(Certificate of comparison.) 
TEilRITORY OF NEW l\1E:XICO, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY. 
I, Nathan Jaffa, secretary of the Territory of New l\I~xico do hereby 

certify that there was filed for record in this office, at D o'~lock a. m .. 
on the 18th day of March, A. D. 1909, council substitute for House bill 
No. 21~, an. act rela!ive .to the publication of legal notices, passed by 
!he th1rty-e1ghth legislative assembly of the Territory of New Mexico 
m.1909; anq ~lso, that I have compared the following copy of the same, 
with t~e origmal thereof now on file, and declare it to be a ce>rrect 
transcript therefrom and of the whole thereof. 

G~ven under f!IY hand and the great .seal of the Territory of New 
re"E~oi9i~.tbe city of Santa Fe, the capital, on this 14th day of May, 

[Seal.] NATHAN JAFFA, 
Secretary of New Meanco. 
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